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Statement ofPurpose   

he William and Flora Hewlett Foundation has been making
grants since 1966 to help solve social and environmental prob-
lems at home and around the world.

“Never stifle a generous impulse,” was a favorite saying
of entrepreneur William R. Hewlett, who established the

Hewlett Foundation with his wife, Flora Lamson Hewlett, and their
eldest son, Walter B. Hewlett. Indeed, it was the personal generosity
of Mr. Hewlett, who passed away in 2001, and Mrs. Hewlett, who
passed away in 1977, that has made the Hewlett Foundation one of
the nation’s largest grantmaking foundations, with assets of more
than $5.5 billion as of December 31, 2003.

The Foundation concentrates its resources on activities in con-
flict resolution, education, environment, performing arts, popula-
tion, and U.S.–Latin American relations. In addition, the
Foundation has initiatives supporting global affairs, neighborhood
improvement, and philanthropy.

The Foundation’s work is informed by three fundamental values:

� First, the Hewlett Foundation is concerned primarily with solv-
ing social and environmental problems. This requires the staff to
define program objectives, grants, and other activities in terms
of problems to be solved; to identify indicators of progress and
criteria for evaluating success; and to be prepared to stay the
course.

� Second, because the solutions to serious problems are seldom
known with anything close to certainty, the Foundation must be
prepared to experiment and take risks in its philanthropic activ-
ities. This, too, entails clear objectives and measures of success,
without which staff cannot know how the risk eventuated. It also
requires a willingness to acknowledge and to learn from failures.

� Third, grantee institutions—nonprofit organizations and, in
some cases, government entities—are essential partners in achiev-
ing the Foundation’s mission. This explains the high proportion
of the Foundation’s grants budget allocated to general operating
support. It further implies our concern not only for the health of
individual organizations, but also for the fields in which they
operate.

The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation is wholly independent
of the Hewlett-Packard Company and the Hewlett-Packard
Company Foundation.
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Update on the Hewlett Foundation’s 
Approach to Philanthropy: 
The Importance ofStrategy

his is a progress report on the Hewlett Foundation’s contin-
uing efforts to improve the way we do philanthropy.1 Its pur-
pose is to make the Foundation’s processes more transparent
to applicants, grantees, and others who may be interested in
our work.

The concepts and practices that underlie foundation grant-
making are not fundamentally different from those that inform the
work of our grantees. Because readers are likely to be more familiar
with the operations of grantee organizations than with their fun-
ders, I will begin by focusing on the former—the organizations that
do the lion’s share of the work of the nonprofit sector. There is
another reason for beginning with them: Our success as a funder
depends heavily on the success of the organizations we fund, and
this requires that we understand how they design and implement
their own strategies.

Much of this essay is about strategy. A strategy is never an end
in itself, but only a tool to aid an organization in achieving its mis-
sion. Underlying that mission is a passion to make the world a bet-
ter place. A strategy contains the nitty-gritty details to accomplish
the mission. Designing, implementing, and monitoring a strategy
to improve society or the environment is like planning and embark-
ing on a perilous quest for an elusive goal. It involves lots of slog-
ging, with periods of tedium as well as excitement; moments of fear
as well as the satisfaction of being on course; opportunities for unex-
pected discoveries, both good and bad—and the possibility that you
might not get there at all. It is the passion to achieve the mission that
provides sustenance in periods of frustration and difficulty. This
essay starts from the premise of that passion, and focuses on the rel-
atively unromantic task of designing a strategic plan to achieve the
mission that inspires it.

The Strategic Infrastructure of a Nonprofit Organization

The strategic infrastructure of a nonprofit organization consists of:

� An articulation of its mission.
� Well-defined goals or outcomes.
� A theory of change or causal model outlining each step necessary

to achieve those goals.
� A logic model or strategic plan showing how the organization will

t
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implement the theory of change.
� A description of how the organization will track progress as it

implements the logic model and how it will assess success in
achieving its goals.

� A business plan showing how the organization will gain and mar-
shal its resources to implement the logic model.

Mission. A mission statement is an evocative encapsulation of
the organization’s goals—for example, “improving the well-being
and life opportunities of teenage girls.” It provides a benchmark for
assessing proposed initiatives and for ensuring that changes in the
organization’s goals are conscious rather than the result of drift.

Goals or outcomes. The test of a well-defined goal is that one
can describe it with sufficient clarity so that others, including
observers from outside the organization, would be able to assess the
extent to which the organization had achieved the goal.

While “improving the well-being and life opportunities of
teenage girls” is a fine mission statement, it does not meet the crite-
rion for a well-defined goal: It is too vague for anyone, including the
organization’s CEO and board, to know whether and to what extent
the goal was achieved. Examples of well-defined goals in pursuit of
the organization’s mission might be “reducing unplanned preg-
nancies” or “reducing sexually transmitted infections” within the
population it serves. The goal would be even better defined if the
organization specified targets; but reduction suffices, especially if
the organization has some baselines from which it can measure
change. A goal is often a positive restatement of a particular prob-
lem the organization seeks to address (for example, the problem of
unplanned pregnancies).

Theory of change or causal model.2 A theory of change is a com-
prehensive description of the theory that underlies all or part of an
organization’s work. For a teen pregnancy prevention program, the
essence of the theory of change might be:

� Providing adolescents—boys as well as girls—with comprehen-
sive, medically accurate sexual and reproductive health (SRH)
information and services increases their ability to make informed
decisions. This leads to the delayed onset of sexual activity and
increased use of contraception, which in turn lead to a reduction

p r e s i d e n t ’ s  s t a t e m e n t
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in unplanned pregnancies and sexually transmitted infections
(STIs).

� Increasing adolescents’ decisionmaking and communication
skills and their self-esteem and confidence leads to their having
a more positive view of themselves and their futures, to the abil-
ity to negotiate sexual relations, and to improved school perfor-
mance and retention.

As a goal implicitly describes the problem the organization
seeks to address, a theory of change or causal model contains an
implicit analysis of the causes of, or at least possible solutions to, the
problem. In this case, for example, the theory of change assumes that
unplanned teen pregnancies are at least partly the result of inade-
quate information and lack of self-esteem.

Figure 1. Theory of Change Underlying the Teen Pregnancy Prevention Program

At the very least, the theory of change should be empirically
plausible. At best, it should have been previously evaluated by social
scientists and shown to be robust.

Logic model or strategic plan. A logic model describes the pro-
gram’s goals, or intended outcomes, and the steps necessary to
achieve them under the theory of change. It consists of inputs, activ-
ities, outputs, and outcomes.

The organization’s inputs are the funds, human resources, and
knowledge necessary to engage in the activities or to produce the
outputs that lead to the intended goals or outcomes. Planning a strat-
egy necessarily begins with outcomes and works backward to the
inputs, which can only be ascertained after the rest of the logic
model has been worked out.
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The distinction between activities and outputs is unim-
portant. Activities are … well … activities; outputs are more
tangible deliverables. In the teen pregnancy example, the
organization’s activities and outputs include recruiting stu-
dents and peer counselors, holding counseling sessions and
classes, and so forth. While activities and outputs are largely
within the organization’s control, outcomes often are not.
Adolescents’ becoming knowledgeable about sexual repro-
ductive health is an intermediate outcome, while avoiding
unplanned pregnancies is an ultimate outcome, and having
better life opportunities is an even more ultimate outcome
(not a technical term).

People sometimes use strategic plan as a synonym for
the entire logic model, but the term is also often used just to
refer to the activities-and-outputs portion—that is, to what
the organization plans to do to reach the desired outcomes.3

An organization’s logic model or strategic plan is not
static, but is subject to periodic review and modification
when necessary to meet changing conditions.4 (Alerting the
organization to the need for modification is one of the func-
tions of tracking, discussed immediately below.) It is worth
emphasizing, however, that the review and modification of
a plan presuppose that the organization already has a plan
in place.

Tracking activities, outputs, and outcomes under the logic
model. An organization tracks its progress and outcomes in
order to obtain the feedback necessary to know whether it is
on course, and to make corrections when it is not. In our
example, potential problems may range from the individual
(whether a counselor or youth has missed an appointment)
to the wholesale (whether there is a greater demand for sex-
ual reproductive health services than the current staff can
meet). Having drawn up a strategic plan, it is usually easy to
identify important indicators of progress to be tracked—for
example, the number of counseling appointments kept and
missed, and the quality of the sessions.

I use the term tracking rather than evaluation to make
the point that the collection of data indicating progress with
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Figure 2. Logic Model for Peer Counseling
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respect to activities and outputs does not require social science stud-
ies by outside experts. Rather, it calls for the organization’s own per-
sonnel to obtain systematic feedback from internal systems.
Although designing and implementing those systems can be costly,5

tracking progress is essential to managing any effective organiza-
tion—whether a business, government agency, or nonprofit.

The items tracked may have both quantitative and qualita-
tive indicators, depending on the feedback necessary to keep the pro-
gram on course and on the data that can reasonably be gathered. It
is always worth striving to develop quantitative indicators based on
objective data, because they tend to be clear and comparable. But
this is not always possible. For example, the success of the teen preg-
nancy prevention program depends not merely on whether the
counselor and youth meet at the appointed time, but on the sessions’
success in imparting substantive knowledge or decisionmaking
skills. By the same token, a performing arts organization must be
concerned with the quality of its productions as well as the size of
its audience. And a comprehensive community initiative may have
both the objectively evaluable goal of reducing crime rates and the
goals of strengthening its residents’ subjective sense of trust, com-
munity, and well-being.

Much of the qualitative data needed to track the teen preg-
nancy program can be gained through interviews, tests, and ques-
tionnaires. The quality of performing arts presentations is
assessable—and assessed—by critics and, in the case of grantees, by
their funders’ program staff. And community members’ sense of
well-being can be ascertained by surveys.

Often data of these sorts, though essentially subjective, can be
put in quantitative form—just as essay exams are graded. As in the
case of intrinsically quantitative data, this lends itself to compar-
isons—across time, across programs, and across participants.
Whether or not the relevant data are ultimately quantifiable, how-
ever, tracking progress and success must respond to the program’s
goals, not vice versa. A system that ignored relevant indicators and
goals would not only be worthless, but harmful. (One need only look
at the distorting effects of “teaching to the test” on education in
American schools today.) In any event, indicators of progress and
the achievement of outcomes should be clear enough to be assess-
able by someone outside the organization.

p r e s i d e n t ’ s  s t a t e m e n t
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As one moves from the organization’s own activities and out-
puts to outcomes, data collection often becomes more difficult.
Consider the intermediate and ultimate outcomes outlined in Figure
2 for the teen pregnancy prevention program. Information about
what the participants learned and, perhaps, how this has affected
their sexual behavior might be gained from questionnaires—though
each set of data has its own difficulties of collection and reliability.
Information about school performance requires data from the
school district, which may be difficult to obtain for legal or bureau-
cratic reasons. Tracking ultimate outcomes, such as changes in the
rates of unplanned pregnancies or sexually transmitted infections,
may require the gathering and analysis of data that lie beyond an
organization’s resources.

Business plan. Having identified a logic model consistent with
the theory of change, the organization must ensure that it has the
requisite inputs—the human and financial resources to carry out
the proposed work. A business plan includes a budget with projected
expenses and revenues; it not only describes how the organization’s
current resources will be mobilized, but also includes fundraising
plans to gain any additional resources necessary for the program’s
operations.

* * *
The articulation of missions and outcomes and the development of
theories of change, logic models, and indicators of progress do not
occur in a strictly serial sequence, but almost always involve an iter-
ative process. This strikes me as both inevitable and desirable. For
example, exploring a theory of change may lead to a better under-
standing—and even modification—of one’s goals; setting out the
steps to implement a theory of change may expose weak or incom-
plete aspects of the theory; and so on.

The teen pregnancy example focuses on a single program of
an organization that may have various goals that call for different
strategies. For example, our hypothetical organization may have
other initiatives intended to improve the well-being of adolescents,
such as service-learning and leadership development. As the pre-
ceding discussion suggests, each of these should have well-defined
goals, with an accompanying theory of change, logic model, indi-
cators of progress, and the like.6

p r e s i d e n t ’ s  s t a t e m e n t
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All of this may seem like a daunting task for many nonprofit
organizations. Nonetheless, I doubt that any aspect of the planning
process—from articulating clear goals and a theory of change
through developing a logic model and business plan—can reason-
ably be abbreviated. After all, these are the plans that will guide the
organization’s core activities. Realistically, though, an organization
may have to make compromises with respect to tracking, and focus
its efforts on getting feedback on the processes most critical to its
success. Also, as the above example indicates, once one moves
beyond the organization’s own activities and outputs to outcomes,
tracking may become vastly more difficult. Yet the organization
needs some indication of whether it is actually achieving the out-
comes it seeks. I will return to this in the discussion of evaluation.

The Foundation’s Own Strategic Infrastructure

A foundation’s strategic plan starts from its mission and from spe-
cific goals that are initially determined by its founder and that may
evolve over time through its trustees’ decisions. The goals in effect
at any time provide the focal point for all of the foundation’s phil-
anthropic activities. Like any other organization, once having estab-
lished a goal, the foundation adopts a theory of change that will
plausibly attain the goal, develops a logic model for implementing
it, and so on. The main difference in this respect between a foun-
dation and the organizations it supports is that the foundation
achieves its goals primarily by making grants.

The programs’ strategic plans and grant guidelines. Each of the
Hewlett Foundation’s programs has a strategic plan that translates
its general objectives into quite specific ones, with accompanying
logic models and indicators of progress and success. In developing
these plans, the program directors consulted widely with the leaders
of nonprofit organizations and experts in the field. We then articu-
lated goals that we believe are important and ambitious, and that we
have a reasonable chance of attaining.Where possible, we have devel-
oped quantitative indicators of progress. The Foundation’s Web site
contains summaries of the strategic plans as well as the grant guide-
lines for each program.

p r e s i d e n t ’ s  s t a t e m e n t
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Foundation-wide objectives. In addition to particular pro-
grammatic goals, the Foundation’s work is informed by several per-
vasive principles and objectives:

� Respecting the expertise and autonomy of the organizations we
fund, and ensuring their well-being and sustainability;

� Building sufficient flexibility into our grantmaking to remain
open to new ideas from the field—especially ideas about how to
implement shared objectives—even as we pursue carefully
thought-out strategic plans;

� Developing and disseminating knowledge of value to others in
the fields in which we work; and

� Improving the practices of philanthropy and nonprofit capital
markets.

The central strategy for achieving the first two objectives is the
Foundation’s openness to making multiyear renewable grants for
general operating support.7 This is an especially fruitful approach
with respect to organizations whose values, goals, and strategies are
well aligned with our own. Thus, almost half of the Hewlett
Foundation’s grant funds are in the form of general operating sup-
port to organizations or their self-defined programs and sub-
sidiaries.8

We are working toward the third and fourth objectives by post-
ing documents on the Foundation’s Web site that share whatever
knowledge we have gained and lessons we have learned in specific
fields and in the practice of philanthropy more generally,9 and also
by grantmaking designed to strengthen the infrastructure of phil-
anthropy and the nonprofit sector.10

Grants as investments seeking social returns. While the grants
budget of the Hewlett Foundation is quite large for private philan-
thropy—approaching $300 million in 2004—it pales by compari-
son to the social and environmental problems that the Foundation
seeks to address, which range from air pollution in rapidly growing
megacities, to the unmet demand for reproductive health services
in developing countries, to inadequate education for many
American children. Foundations as a whole account for only a small
proportion of philanthropic giving and, of course, constitute an
infinitesimal fraction of government expenditures and the business
economy.

p r e s i d e n t ’ s  s t a t e m e n t
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For a foundation to have any impact thus
requires a deep understanding of the environments in
which we operate. It requires identifying ways in
which—whether through research, education, advo-
cacy, or other means—we can set in motion forces that
will have greater and longer-lasting impact than any
of our particular grants. It also requires actively col-
laborating with other foundations and organizations
that share our goals. Even then, the complexities of
social forces beyond our control, and even beyond our
ken, realistically entail that a foundation’s reach will
often exceed its grasp—that we will often not meet our
aspirations.

Under these circumstances, one might be
tempted to analogize philanthropy to a trip to Las
Vegas. However, because the Hewlett Foundation con-
siders risks in the light of potential social benefits, we
tend to think of grants not as gambles, but as invest-
ments that seek social returns. The core insight of this
metaphor is that the return on investment is a func-
tion of both the expected social impact and the like-
lihood of achieving it. If the Foundation did not take
risks, it would never pursue strategies that seek large-
scale changes in education, the environment, or eco-
nomic development. Nor would it invest in new,
relatively untested organizations that have great poten-
tial. Although no formulas can substitute for good
judgment, an underlying model of investment, risk,
and return provides the basis for making big bets
where success is hardly assured but the social payoff is
extraordinarily high.11

To be sure, we understand our work to be more
in the nature of a craft than science or economics—a
craft exercised with care and respect for the organi-
zations, communities, and individuals we work with
and affect. But program officers need to make choices,
and the investment metaphor reflects the reality that
a grant dollar spent on a poorly designed strategy or a
low-performing organization is a lost opportunity to

p r e s i d e n t ’ s  s t a t e m e n t
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Progress in the social and natural sci-
ences as well as the arts depends on
the creativity of a diverse array of
practitioners, scholars, artists, and
thinkers. The continual fertilization
and development of their ideas can-
not be accomplished solely through
the targeted funding of specific pro-
jects, but requires giving creative
individuals the space to pursue their
own lights. To this end, the Hewlett
Foundation supports universities and
other institutions that foster and
incubate creativity.

We know that there are
inevitable efficiency losses in the short
run. Not all thinkers will be industri-
ous, not all of the industrious will be
innovative, and not all innovative
ideas will be worthwhile. But support
for such open-ended creativity has
paid off tremendously over time,
making the United States one of the
foremost centers of innovation in the
world. This could not occur through
a funder’s micromanagement of the
creative process, and we regard gen-
eral operating support for these insti-
tutions as among the Hewlett
Foundation’s most strategic and valu-
able investments.



xviii      

support a more effective strategy or organization. Without attempt-
ing to quantify social returns, the investment metaphor embodies
an attitude that presses the staff to use the Foundation’s resources
as effectively as possible. It is the fact that the social returns we seek,
though not quantifiable, are potentially huge by any standards that
gives the Foundation staff and Board members the courage to fail.

Making big bets is one thing; taking unnecessary risks is quite
another. Therefore, before making a grant, we explicitly assess strate-
gic risks, which involve the strength of the theory of change and logic
model, including potential breaks in the causal chain, whether
attributable to changes in external environment or weaknesses in
the underlying theory; and organizational risks, which involve fac-
tors such as the grantee’s management and governance capacity and
fiscal health. We review these risks during the grant period and at
its conclusion.

Assessing progress, success, and failure. Because our success
depends largely on that of our grantees, assessing the Foundation’s
progress and success builds up from individual grants, to clusters of
grants, to an entire program. And thus regular review of our grants
is more than a means for monitoring grantee organizations: It pro-
vides the information necessary to evaluate our own work. There is
no point in talking about taking risks if one cannot find out how
they eventuated.

Based on reports from grantees as well as independent eval-
uations, the program staff regularly reports to the Board on progress
against the Foundation’s strategic plans and, where appropriate, pro-
poses mid-course corrections. Especially because the Hewlett
Foundation is prepared to take significant risks, failures are
inevitable. Although we not only hope for the best but work with
our grantees to ensure success, failures provide important oppor-
tunities to learn and improve our practices.

The Foundation’s Processes for Selecting Grantee Organizations
and Tracking Their Progress

One reason for beginning this essay with an example from an oper-
ating nonprofit organization is that a foundation’s due diligence
process must start with understanding a grantee’s goals and strate-
gies. This is especially true when a foundation is considering a grant
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of general operating, or core, support. In that case, the foundation
essentially adopts the organization’s mission as its own, and thus
assesses the organization’s strategies much as its own CEO or board
would. And this requires that all of the elements of the organiza-
tion’s plans be transparent.

To these ends, the Hewlett Foundation’s application form asks
a prospective grantee to describe, among other things:

� The particular outcomes the organization seeks to achieve,
� The activities it will conduct to achieve those outcomes,
� How the organization plans to measure progress toward its

intended outcomes, using qualitative as well as quantitative indi-
cators, and 

� How it will know whether it is actually making a difference.
We ask a prospective grantee to provide this information in its

own words and to attach a logic model with indicators of progress,
which will also serve as the basis for the organization’s reports to the
Foundation.

Explaining yourself to others inevitably sharpens your under-
standing of your own work. Thus, in addition to yielding informa-
tion essential to the Foundation’s grantmaking decisions, the
application process has helped some organizations improve their
own performance. But some organizations have also found the con-
cepts difficult and the application process unduly arduous.12 Though
we remain confident in the goals that motivate the process, we also
know that considerable work remains to be done both to simplify it
and to improve organizations’ understanding of the underlying con-
cepts. Among other things, we are supporting the development of
publicly available, Web-based tools to help organizations apply these
concepts to their own goals and strategies.13

Though an organization’s strategic plan is the starting place
for the Foundation’s due diligence process, it is not the endpoint.
We must assess the organization’s capacity to carry out the plan, the
quality of its leadership, and its overall vitality. No part of due dili-
gence is formulaic. These aspects of the process call for special qual-
ities of judgment and inevitably require face-to-face meetings. Due
diligence is thus among the most complex and nuanced responsi-
bilities of our program staff.
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The Role of Evaluation

Evaluation is an extension of tracking outputs and
outcomes under a logic model. Its role is to determine
whether implementation of a strategy actually made
a difference. The issue is not whether a grantee did
what it said it would do, or even whether its indicators
of progress were favorable. Rather, the role of evalua-
tion is to determine whether the desired outcomes
occurred and whether they resulted from the inter-
vention.14

Evaluation typically requires using social science
methods to assess whether a particular intervention
actually caused its putative results or, more broadly, to
assess the soundness of the theory of change underly-
ing a strategy. For example, the initial results from a
large grant supporting school reform in San Diego
show improvements in students’ reading skills. To con-
firm the success of the intervention requires more,
however. Thus, we have commissioned studies that
require comparing outcomes among the district’s
schools and with other school districts. Still other
research will be required to determine whether the
approach has so-called “external validity”—that is,
whether it will work elsewhere.

Evaluations of these sorts call for resources
beyond the capacity of most nonprofit organizations.
Indeed, even a well-endowed foundation could not
afford to undertake comprehensive evaluations of all
of its work.Yet there is a dilemma here. Although intu-
itions are often the only realistic starting point for pro-
grams designed to bring about social change, many
intuitively obvious interventions have turned out to
be useless—sometimes even counterproductive. And
unless it is implementing a strategy that has been well
tested in similar contexts, the organization and its fun-
ders cannot know whether the program is making a
difference or just spinning its wheels. Thus, we are con-
stantly on the lookout for evidence bearing on the

Intuitions About Social Change
Are Often Wrong.

“Joan McCord, Who Evaluated
Anticrime Efforts, Dies at 73,” by
Douglas Martin, New York Times
(March 1, 2004):

“Her best-known longitudinal
study was her 1978 follow-up on a
youth-mentoring program done 30
years earlier in Cambridge and
Somerville, Mass. She found that
boys at high risk who had been
given mentors, health-care services
and summer camp fared worse in
later life than a similar group of
boys who were given nothing spe-
cial. The 250 boys who got special
services were more likely to become
criminals, have trouble in their jobs
and marriages, and become alco-
holics, according to court, hospital
and other records noted in her
study. A possible reason, Dr.
McCord suggested, was that those
boys had felt they were given the
attention because something was
wrong with them, making it a self-
fulfilling prophecy. Her theory was
that the boys who went to summer
camp modeled themselves after
camp troublemakers. The counter-
intuitive result contradicted the
statements of two-thirds of the par-
ticipants that the program had
helped them by giving them better
values and keeping them off the
streets.”



      xxi

p r e s i d e n t ’ s  s t a t e m e n t

validity of the theories underlying our work, and, as
in San Diego, we selectively support full-scale evalu-
ations of strategies that have the potential for repli-
cation and significant impact.

Conclusion

The internal processes described in this essay are works
in progress. The Hewlett Foundation takes seriously
the idea of being a learning organization, and we hope
that our work will improve over time in response to
experience and feedback from grantees and other
foundations.

Although the point may be obvious, it is worth
stating that strategy is not a substitute for passion, but
its servant. Passion is essential in every aspect of our
work. It is what makes those committed to social
change go to work early and come home late. But
without the capacity to move beyond passion to effec-
tive planning and execution, the sector would be left
largely with well-meaning efforts that confuse good
intentions with effects.

Finally, I should note that this essay itself embod-
ies an implicit theory of change. It assumes that non-
profit organizations, including funders, would be more
effective in achieving their aims if they developed and
implemented strategic plans based on robust theories
of change, and if they used indicators of progress
under those plans as the basis for managing their day-
to-day activities. As with any other theory of change,
these assumptions must ultimately meet the tests of
evaluation. Evaluation may be a bit tricky here, since
it requires comparing the outcomes of organizations
that are and are not outcome-oriented, and it may be
difficult to get outcome data for those that are not. But
difficult does not mean impossible, and we are con-
sidering how we might go about this.

“In other studies, she found that
some youths counseled by court-
appointed volunteers fared worse
than those who received no counsel-
ing. Her statistical analysis of a pro-
gram in Australia that provided
recreation for troubled adolescents
found bad effects. And participants
in the Scared Straight program,
which takes young offenders from
many locales to visit prisons, were
arrested more often than a control
group, she found. She said that
D.A.R.E., the popular nationwide
‘just say no’ drug education pro-
gram in which law enforcement
officers spend time in schools talking
about drugs, alcohol and violence,
may actually have contributed to
drug use, according to her analysis
of statistics from the program.”15

Copyright © 2004 by The New
York Times Co. Reprinted with
permission.



xxii      

In the meantime, we proceed in the belief that this theory of
change is not entirely speculative. There is ample evidence that
developing and implementing clear and empirically based strate-
gies to achieve well-defined outcomes has led to success in both the
private and public sectors. And though there doubtless are instances
in which organizations have achieved good outcomes with little or
no strategic planning, it is hard to imagine a plausible theory under
which the absence of planning would generally conduce to success.

Paul Brest
June 2004
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Appendix: Glossary

Theory of change or causal model. The explicit or implicit theories about
how and why the program will work.16 A theory of change is a state-
ment that proposes a causal relationship between a program’s design
and a set of desired outcomes. As shown in Figure 1, a theory of change
can be depicted as a flowchart, often with two-way flows and recursion.

Logic model. A description, in the form of a flowchart, of how the orga-
nization will implement the theory of change that takes the general
form:

� Inputs are the organization’s human and financial resources.

� Activities and outputs are what the organization does and delivers.

� Intermediate outcomes are results of the organization’s activities and out-

puts—typically not entirely within its control—that must be achieved

on the route to its ultimate outcomes.

� Goals or ultimate outcomes are the end results the organization plans to

achieve from the program in question.

Strategic plan. The activities-and-outputs portion of the logic model;
what the organization will actually do.

Business plan. A detailed description of how the organization will
acquire and marshal the resources to implement the strategic plan.

Tracking progress. Tracking progress requires:

� Identifying significant indicators of the organization’s activities, out-

puts, and intermediate outcomes that are necessary to achieve its goals

or ultimate outcomes. Indicators can be qualitative as well as quantita-

tive, but progress should in any case be assessable by someone outside

the organization.

� Developing and implementing a system for tracking and providing reg-

ular feedback to cognizant staff.

Evaluation. Using social science methods to assess whether a particular
intervention actually had an effect or, more broadly, to assess the
soundness of the theory of change underlying a strategy for social
change.

p r e s i d e n t ’ s  s t a t e m e n t
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Notes
1 It updates the 2001 President’s Statement describing the Hewlett

Foundation’s approach to philanthropy, http://www.hewlett.org/AboutUs/
AnnualReports/annualReport2001.htm.

2 My personal preference is for the simpler and (to my mind) more
evocative term “causal model.”“Theory of change” is widely used in the
nonprofit sector, however, and there is value in using a common vocabu-
lary. The theory of change depicted in Figure 1 is considerably simplified
for purposes of illustration; so too is the logic model in Figure 2. Both are
also depicted as linear, when in fact many models of social change are com-
plexly recursive.

3 Each activity described generally in the logic model or strategic plan
encompasses a number of more specific steps. Consider, for example, the
activities subsumed within “recruit adolescents in the target group,” start-
ing with identifying potential participants and persuading them to par-
ticipate, which itself might involve distributing leaflets, recruiting their
teachers or peers, and so on. Even when the activities have been broken into
their composite parts, not every detail can be anticipated, and the plan will
be subject to additions and mid-course corrections. But the more that can
be anticipated—especially in the design of systems—the more likely the
program will avoid bumps in the road or serious mishaps.

4 Cf. Shona L. Brown and Kathleen M. Eisenhardt, Competing on the
Edge: Strategy as Structured Chaos (Boston, Mass.: Harvard Business School
Press, 1998).

5 Indeed, funders should be ready to support their grantees’ develop-
ment of such systems. For example, the Hewlett Foundation made a grant
to REDF, a regranter and technical assistance provider for workforce devel-
opment, to enable the organizations it supports to track the services deliv-
ered to individuals and the impact of those services on their lives over time.

6 The teen pregnancy program involves the delivery of services. While
the particular theories of change and strategies will differ for, say, organi-
zations engaging in community organizing or advocating public policy
reform, their effectiveness depends on similar planning processes.

7 See the Foundation’s 2002 President’s Report (http://www.hewlett.org/
AboutUs/AnnualReports/2002AnnReport.htm); Paul Brest,“Smart Money:
Strategic General Operating Support,” Stanford Social Innovation Review
(Winter 2003). Another strategy is to set aside funds for special projects or
opportunity grants, which can be used to support start-up ventures as well
as long-standing organizations.

8 In making a general operating support grant to an organization that
has a number of different programs, we are explicit that our funds may be
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allocated within the organization as its CEO and board see fit. Nonetheless,
we may ask the organization to focus its progress reports on aspects of its
work that are most closely linked to the Foundation’s own strategic plan.

9 See, e.g., http://www.hewlett.org/Archives/, which contains the results
of research commissioned on children and youth issues.

10 For example, a grant to the Greater Kansas City Community
Foundation supports the development of a Web-based tool that makes
available to donors critical information about the organizational and pro-
grammatic performance of selected nonprofit organizations.

11 The subject of risk raises three ancillary issues. First, it is often said
that foundations play a special role in supporting innovative and hence
risky social enterprises—and, indeed, much of the Hewlett Foundation’s
grants portfolio fits this description. However, there is also a role for sup-
porting the relatively non-risky work of stable organizations. So, our
Performing Arts Program supports the San Francisco Symphony as well as
“edgy” music groups. Second, we have considered whether our grants
should constitute a “diversified portfolio” in terms of risk. The rationales
for a diversified portfolio of financial investments—achieving a balance of
stability and growth and the advantages of heterogeneity—do not apply
directly to grants. Nonetheless, there may be social as well as psychologi-
cal value in not having all of one’s grants be high risk. Third, in view of the
discussion of risk and return within programs, one might think of com-
paring a foundation like Hewlett that has multiple grantmaking objectives
with a conglomerate like General Electric, whose central management acts
as an internal bank, investing funds in the company’s various divisions—
e.g., appliances, financial services, aircraft engines—with the goal of net-
ting the greatest financial return on its capital. Even if our Board wished
to follow a model like General Electric’s, however, it would have no plau-
sible methodology for comparing the social returns from radically differ-
ent programs. By contrast to financial returns, which are all reducible to
a bottom line, social returns differ greatly from one area to another.

12 See the Center for Effective Philanthropy’s Grantee Perception Report
(January 2004), http://www.hewlett.org/AboutUs/Grantee+Perception+
Report/.

13 In April 2004, the Board approved a grant for the joint development
of Web-based tools by Innovation Network (www.innonet.org) and
ActKnowledge (www.actknowledge.org).

14 Even when the desired outcome occurs, one cannot always be sure
that it resulted from the intervention. For example, after New York adopted
a “broken windows” strategy for reducing crime, crime rates declined sig-
nificantly—but they also declined throughout the nation, including cities
that had done business as usual. See, e.g., Steven D. Levitt,“Understanding
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Why Crime Fell in the 1990s: Four Factors that Explain the Decline and Six
That Do Not,” Journal of Economic Perspectives (forthcoming). Conversely,
it is possible for a good strategy to fail to achieve the desired outcome
because of some unforeseeable circumstance that can be guarded against
in the future.

15 As a result of Dr. McCord’s and others’ evaluations of the D.A.R.E.
program, the organization completely revised its curriculum. See
http://www.dare.com/home/Curriculum/Default66d2.asp?N=Curriculum
&M=10&S=0.

16 Carol Weiss, “Nothing as Practical as Good Theory: Exploring
Theory-Based Evaluation for Comprehensive Community Initiatives for
Children and Families,” in James P. Connell, Anne C. Kubisch, Lisbeth B.
Schorr, and Carol H. Weiss, eds., New Approaches to Evaluating Community
Initiatives, vol. 1, Concepts, Methods, and Contexts (1995).
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THE PROGRAM STATEMENTS that follow describe certain specific
objectives of The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation. Other goals
are general; they underlie all the programs and all the funding choices
the Foundation makes.

FIRST, the Foundation has a strong basic commitment to the volun-
tary, nonprofit sector that lies between industry and government.
Institutions and organizations in this category serve purposes very
important to our society, and their health and effectiveness are a major
concern. Accordingly, the Foundation intends to assist efforts to
strengthen their financial base and increase their efficiency.

SECOND, the Foundation also believes that private philanthropy is of
great value to society. Support from individuals, businesses, or foun-
dations can supplement government funding and, in some important
cases, can provide a benign and fruitful alternative. The Foundation
considers the nation’s habits of philanthropy, individual and corpo-
rate, less healthy than they could be, and therefore will be particularly
receptive to proposals that show promise of stimulating private phil-
anthropy.

A GREAT MANY excellent organizations meet both the general cri-
teria suggested here and the specifications set forth in the statements
that follow. Competition for the available funds is intense. The
Foundation can respond favorably to only a small proportion of the
worthwhile proposals it receives.
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Conflict Resolution

he Conflict Resolution Program supports organizations that
anticipate and respond to domestic and international strife
through a variety of means, including preventing and resolv-
ing particular disputes; facilitating systemic change in states,
organizations, and communities; and promoting dialogue

and participation in democratic decisionmaking.
The Program’s grantmaking supports the infrastructure in key

sectors of the conflict resolution field, with a strong emphasis on
knowledge building, including research and evaluation of the effec-
tiveness of conflict resolution techniques. Its elements include:

� Consensus Building, Public Participation, and Policymaking –
supporting research and emerging networks of practitioners con-
cerned with consensus-building approaches to complex, multi-
party problems and contentious policymaking, and with citizen
participation in public decisionmaking;

� Field Infrastructure – with grants to academic institutions and
regional and national practitioner organizations, aimed at
improving the quality of practice; and

� International Conflict Resolution – supporting a small number
of research institutions concerned with international conflict pre-
vention, conflict resolution, and post-conflict peace building; and
umbrella organizations dedicated to putting the research results
into practice.

In 2003, the Conflict Resolution Program made grants totaling
$8,989,000.

Consensus Building, Public Participation, and Policymaking

The Foundation supports consensus-oriented approaches to poli-
cymaking and complex multiparty problem solving, and delibera-
tive citizen participation in public decisionmaking. To further
develop the organizational and knowledge-building infrastructure
for deliberative democracy, grants were made to AmericaSpeaks for
the Deliberative Democracy Consortium, the Topsfield Foundation
for the National Coalition for Dialogue and Deliberation, and the
Institute of Development Studies to bridge U.S. and international
work in this area.

Grants targeted to specific initiatives in public participation
and consensus building were made to the Harwood Institute for

Program
Guidelines

t

Program
Report
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Public Innovation, Harvard University, Search for Common
Ground, CDR Associates, and the Woodrow Wilson International
Center for Scholars. Grants to the National League of Cities and the
National Conference of State Legislatures acquainted municipal and
state officials with innovative approaches to engage citizens in delib-
eration on complex policy matters.

Our grantmaking also continued to fund efforts to understand
the impact of environmental conflict resolution and to support the
development of conflict resolution and collaborative problem-solv-
ing capacity at the state level. An additional suite of grants (with
Special Projects) to the Public Policy Institute of California,
California Policy Reform Network, Viewpoint Learning, and
PolicyLink provided for research, outreach, and education to raise
the public’s and policy leaders’ awareness of growth and physical
infrastructure–related challenges in California.

Field Infrastructure

The Foundation provides support to leading national conflict res-
olution membership and support organizations, umbrella organi-
zations representing a wide constituency of groups within a
particular sector of the field, and academic institutions. Grants in
2003 included the Association for Conflict Resolution, the American
Bar Association’s Section of Dispute Resolution, the Institute for the
Study of Conflict Transformation, the Policy Consensus Initiative,
the California Dispute Resolution Institute at the University of San
Francisco, Indiana University’s Indiana Conflict Resolution Institute,
and George Mason University’s Institute for Conflict Analysis and
Resolution.

International Conflict Resolution

The Foundation offers support to a small number of academic insti-
tutions and policy-oriented centers concerned with international
conflict prevention, conflict resolution, and post-conflict peace
building. It also supports umbrella organizations that encourage
strong evaluation and knowledge building.

Grants were made to support conflict prevention and man-
agement work on the ground, including grants to Search for
Common Ground, the West Africa Network for Peacebuilding, the
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Project on Ethnic Relations, and the Asia Foundation. Theory-build-
ing grantees included Stanford University’s Center for International
Security and Cooperation (CISAC) and the International Peace
Academy.

* * *
The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation has played a major role
in developing and supporting the conflict resolution field for nearly
two decades. During this time, the field has grown and matured and
achieved considerable acceptance and self-sufficiency across vari-
ous areas of practice. While recognizing the continuing value of con-
flict resolution and peacemaking in the United Sates and
internationally, the Foundation has decided to wind down its sup-
port for this area and to deploy its resources to other pressing social
issues. The Conflict Resolution Program expects to make final grants
by the end of 2004.
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Conflict Resolution: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003

Consensus Building, Public Participation, and Policymaking

Washington, D.C.

For general support of AmericaSpeaks Deliberative Democracy Consortium $200,000

  
Phoenix, Arizona

For the Dividing the Waters project
(Collaboration with Environment) 0

    
San Francisco, California

For the California 2025 Project 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 125,000

 
Boulder, Colorado

For a project on collaborative problem solving 150,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For the Collaboration DC project 325,000

 
Columbia, South Carolina

For a project to measure the effectiveness and environmental contributions of dispute 
resolution processes 200,000

 
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For a research project on the results of civic deliberation 50,000

    
Bethesda, Maryland

For development of a framework and guide for public engagement by municipal 
agencies 175,000

   
Brighton, United Kingdom

For the exchange of information and knowledge on strengthening participation in 
local governance 150,000

 
Keystone, Colorado

For an invitational dialogue entitled “Risk, Uncertainty, Safety and the 
Precautionary Principle” 26,500

 
Dillon, Colorado

For the Workshop on Assessing Environmental Outcomes of Community-Based 
Collaboratives 15,000

    
Denver, Colorado

For a planning project to improve conflict resolution processes and skills in state 
legislatures 40,000
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    
Washington, D.C.

For programs to strengthen municipal democratic local governance 240,000

   
Forestville, California

For general support 75,000


Oakland, California

For the California 2025 Project 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 65,000

  ,    
Portland, Oregon

For the State Solutions Network 25,000

  
Watertown, Massachusetts

For general support 100,000

    
San Francisco, California

For the California 2025 project 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 0

   
Washington, D.C.

For the United States Consensus Council 125,000

 
Pomfret, Connecticut

For general support of the National Coalition for Dialogue and 
Deliberation 100,000

    ,    
Boulder, Colorado

For workshops designed to review and analyze previous mediation attempts to resolve 
water allocation disputes in the Klamath River Basin 17,000

    ,   
Boulder, Colorado

For the Natural Resources Law Center 
(Collaboration with Environment) 0

 
La Jolla, California

For the ChoiceWork Dialogues on the California Infrastructure project 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 100,000

     
Washington, D.C.

For the Latin American Program’s Participatory and Deliberative Governance in 
Mexico: Concepts, Cases, and Consequences project 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 40,000
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Field Infrastructure
       
Washington, D.C.

For general support of the Section of Dispute Resolution 350,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For general support 950,000

    ,      
New York, New York

For the Dispute Resolution Consortium 100,000

  
Fairfax, Virginia

For the Institute for Conflict Analysis and Resolution 350,000

 ,   
Hempstead, New York

To assess the important and remaining gaps in the knowledge that has been generated 
by Hewlett Theory Centers 38,500

 ,      
Bloomington, Indiana

For general support of the Indiana Conflict Resolution Institute 200,000

      
Hempstead, New York

For general support 100,000

      
Tucson, Arizona

For general support 135,000

   
San Francisco, California

For general support of the New College of California’s Practitioners Research and 
Scholarship Institute 175,000

  
Portland, Oregon

For general support 700,000

 ,   
Stanford, California

For the Project on the Evolution of the Conflict Resolution Field 125,000

    ,   
Boulder, Colorado

For the Intractable Conflict Knowledge Base project 450,000

   ,  .     
   
San Francisco, California

For the California Dispute Resolution Institute 150,000



 9

Conflict Resolution: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003

International Conflict Resolution
   
Fairfax, Virginia

For a project entitled “Track One and Track Two: Coordinating Peace-Building Efforts” 50,000

 
San Francisco, California

For the Conflict Management and Democratic Governance in Asia program 150,000

 ,      
New York, New York

For general support of the Center for International Conflict Resolution 200,000

   ,       

Mexico City, México

For the Centro de Estudios Demográficos y de Desarrollo Urbano to evaluate the 
impact of BRT corridors and to serve as project advisor to the Mexico City government 
(Collaboration with Environment, U.S.–Latin American Relations) 25,000

    
Ultrecht, The Netherlands

For the European Platform for Conflict Prevention and Transformation 200,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 100,000

 .  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 0

  
New York, New York

For general support 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 0

   
Washington, D.C.

For general support 150,000

 
London, England

For general support 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 0

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 0

  
New York, New York

For general support 100,000
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’ ,     -  
 
London, England

For the International Centre for Peace Initiatives 100,000

    
New York, New York

For general support 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 0

  ,    
New York, New York

For the Project on International Courts and Tribunals 200,000

 
Simsbury, Connecticut

For the Human Rights, Democracy and Conflict Transformation: Addressing the 
Roots of Terrorism project 25,000

   
Princeton, New Jersey

For general support 300,000

 
Cambridge, England

For the Inter-Sudanese Consultation on Peace and Justice program 100,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For general support 400,000

 
Stanford, California

For support of the “Creating Partners: Understanding the Dynamics of Reconciliation 
in Northern Ireland” project 100,000

 ,      

Stanford, California

For the Center for International Security and Cooperation 150,000

 ,   
Stanford, California

For the Center for Deliberative Democracy 
(Collaboration with Global Affairs/AIW) 100,000

 ,    
Stanford, California

For the Center on Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law 
(Collaboration with Global Affairs/AIW) 0

 ,      
Stanford, California

For a Middle East consultation on peace implementation 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 0
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 ,      
Medford, Massachusetts

For general support of the Center for Human Rights and Conflict Resolution 100,000

      
New York, New York

For the U.S./Iran Dialogue on Multilateral Diplomacy and the Management of
Global Issues 
(Collaboration with Global Affairs/AIW) 25,000

   ,    
   
New York, New York

For the Democratic Dialogue Project 15,000

    ,     
Irvine, California

For the Georgian-Abkhaz Peace Building Project 100,000

    
Accra, West Africa

For general support 100,000

Opportunity
 
Columbus, Ohio

For the National Conference of Minority Professionals in Alternative Dispute 
Resolution 20,000

   ,    
San Francisco, California

For a California community mediation center conference 12,000
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Education

rants in the Education Program promote long-term institu-
tional or field development, reform, or knowledge creation
in five priority areas: improving instruction, California
reform, technology, universal basic and secondary educa-
tion, and opportunity. The Education Program funds policy
studies, research, development, demonstrations, evaluations,

dissemination, and public engagement to accomplish its objectives.
The Program started 2003 with an approved plan that set out

four strategic components and an “opportunity” component. The
five components, which span K-12 and post-secondary education,
are:

� Increasing student achievement by systematically improving
instruction in urban school systems and community college class-
rooms;

� Using information technology to increase access to high-qual-
ity academic content;

� Improving the quality and equality of California schools and
community colleges;

� Supporting strategies to provide effective universal basic and sec-
ondary education (UBASE) in developing nations, in collabora-
tion with the Population and U.S.–Latin American Relations
(USLAR) programs; and

� Opportunity grants initiated by the Foundation that support the
goals of the Education Program but that do not fit into one of the
other four categories. In particular, the Foundation may make
selective grants that strive to ensure the quality of institutions
of higher education.

In 2003, the Education Program made grants totaling $29,634,500.

The goals for 2003 were to increase the effectiveness of our
grantmaking (1) by working closely with our grantees and ensur-
ing quality evaluations; (2) through field-building efforts such as
forming networks of grantees and other experts; (3) by forming col-
laborations with other foundations and key private and public orga-
nizations; and (4) by awarding grants that help determine the key
next steps in each strategic area. One by-product of these efforts has
been insights into ways that we might refine and focus our strategic
priorities.

g
Program

Guidelines

Program
Report
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Improving Instruction in Urban Sites

Over the past decade or two, education experts have learned an
extraordinary amount about how to improve instruction in the
classroom. One promising approach involves the use of systematic
and frequent data to inform teachers and students about how well
students are learning the content and skills that they are being
taught. Substantially improving student performance—bringing
almost all students to challenging standards of achievement, whether
at the second grade or community college level—appears to require
that teachers have the data, skills, and opportunities necessary to
continuously improve their instruction. For the past three years, the
Foundation has systematically explored how best to improve
instruction in inner city schools. Our strategies have included grants
for research, evaluation, tool development, major demonstrations
in urban centers, and knowledge dissemination.

In 2003, in addition to large prior commitments to the San
Diego School District and Bay Area School Reform Consortium
(BASRC), the Foundation focused on a number of relatively low-
budget activities. We also explored funding new districts, particu-
larly in the San Francisco Bay Area, for significant demonstrations.
Finally, we continued efforts to build knowledge about instructional
reform internationally through our work with the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), examining for-
mative assessment in a number of OECD-member countries, and
with a recent grant to the Aspen Institute to work on instructional
reform in secondary schools.

Using Information Technology to Increase Access to 
High-Quality Academic Content

The Foundation’s primary goal in this component is to use infor-
mation technology to help equalize the distribution of high-qual-
ity knowledge and educational opportunities for individuals, faculty,
and institutions within the United States and throughout the world.
The primary focus is on creating exemplars of academic content that
are free and accessible to all on the Web. A secondary focus has been
to provide funding for research and development of innovative tech-
nology to support classroom instruction and to teach reading and 

e d u c a t i o n
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mathematics, especially for non–English-speaking students in U.S.
schools.

The Program’s grant to MIT OpenCourseWare (OCW), our
earliest and largest grant in the open content area, successfully
launched its 500th online course in 2003. The impact in the devel-
oping world has been particularly impressive. For example, OCW
staff and others were invited to a special meeting with 100 Chinese
universities in Beijing in September, and faculty of Iraqi universi-
ties intend to examine OCW content to re-calibrate their teaching
and research. Other open content grantees such as Carnegie Mellon,
UC Berkeley, Rice, and Harvard continue to make strong progress
on the development of exemplary content. To understand better
how open content is being used, we developed grants with OECD,
UNESCO, and UC Berkeley to examine the factors that support or
inhibit use at the individual user level.

During 2003, the Education Program extended the scope of
its open content work by funding networks among and between
entrepreneurs and grantees, and by encouraging projects that move
beyond the creation and dissemination of content to address imped-
iments to use and adaptation of the content by local users. In March,
the Hewlett Foundation brought together our open content grantees
and other technology innovators to explore ways to collaborate and
improve upon this work. As a direct result of that meeting, the
Education Program made a number of additional open
content–related grants.

We have also begun to explore how an open content strategy
might best be initiated at the community college level. In April, the
Education Program convened representatives of the California com-
munity college system to discuss how technology might be used to
address issues of access. In the K-12 arena, the online mathematics
curriculum of the Dana Center at the University of Texas continues
to be of the highest quality, with demand increasing rapidly. The
Foundation initiated and co-funded the North American Council
of Online Learning, an organization of states and provinces formed
to provide leadership and promote quality K-12 online teaching and
learning. Technology-based peer-to-peer communities are another
area we began to explore in 2003.

e d u c a t i o n
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Improving the Quality and Equality of California Schools and
Community Colleges

K-12 education reform. Building on prior work, the Education
Program set two short-term goals for 2003: (1) to achieve greater
coordination and collaboration among existing grantees, and (2) to
partner with other grantmakers in new investments that extend the
reach of existing research to new audiences.

In mid-March, we convened all grantees in the California port-
folio for a two-day meeting aimed at building stronger networks,
with the goal of promoting stronger grantee collaboration on
research and policy development projects. In addition to field build-
ing, we made great strides in extending the reach of the research
by partnering with the Rockefeller Foundation to bring new grass-
roots advocacy organizations into our California portfolio. Another
new area in the California portfolio this year focused on efforts to
develop school finance “adequacy” models that link revenue and
resource allocation decisions to the student performance standards
that schools must meet.

California community colleges. The focus on California com-
munity colleges was new in 2003. As with our work in K-12 reform,
the community college work has three strands: (1) promoting
research and public awareness about the status of California com-
munity colleges; (2) improving the quality of traditional academic
instruction; and (3) promoting student access to high-quality aca-
demic content through new technologies.

Work began on the first strand with grants to build a public
awareness network that would bring information about the con-
dition and challenges facing California community colleges to tar-
geted policy and stakeholder audiences. The first set of grants went
to the Community College League of California (including the
California Business Roundtable and the Mexican American Legal
Defense and Education Fund) and to California Tomorrow.

UBASE (Universal Basic and Secondary Education)

UBASE is a collaborative effort with the U.S.–Latin American
Relations and Population programs and the Global Affairs Initiative.

e d u c a t i o n
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The Education Program collaborated with the Population
Program on the renewal of a very successful grant to the Council on
Foreign Relations to develop effective policies for global education
finance and to engage U.S. and international donors in supporting
education in poor countries. The Education Program also provided
seed funding for a small nonprofit company using a technology-
based strategy to provide educational services in Afghanistan.

Opportunity

The Foundation continues to award a small number of grants in two
important areas. One small cluster addresses issues related to the
Supreme Court ruling on affirmative action and especially on how
colleges and universities with diverse student bodies can have pro-
ductive and integrated social and academic environments. The other
area is the improvement of the quality and nature of education and
other social science research and evaluation. During the past year,
we provided funds for some analysis and development work at the
National Research Council in this area, as well as for two random-
ized trial evaluations in important education areas.

e d u c a t i o n
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Organizations Authorized
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Improving Instruction
   
Washington, D.C.

For a planning grant to prepare for a study of the instructional reform efforts in 
San Diego $106,500

 ,   
Washington, D.C.

For the Program on Education in a Changing Society to support policy dialogues 
and analysis focused on improving instruction and student outcomes in American 
high schools 450,000

    
San Francisco, California

For the Hewlett-Annenberg Challenge for school reform in the Bay Area 5,000,000

   
San Francisco, California

For support of the San Francisco Bay Academy 20,000

   
New York, New York

For a series of conferences focused on what has been learned from high school reform 
efforts 100,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the NewSchools Performance Accelerator Fund 1,500,000

    
San Francisco, California 

For a study on the effect of the San Diego school reforms on student reading 
achievement 175,000

 
Santa Monica, California 

For the enhancement and completion of an investigation of alternative accountability 
models in public education 10,000

   
East Palo Alto, California 

For an analysis of the District’s financial health and human resources capability 200,000

    ,     

San Diego, California 

For academic reform initiatives in the San Diego Unified School District 6,000,000

  ,    
Oakland, California 

To produce and publish a survey and review of available instructional technology 
designed to support teaching of English and reading skills to young English language
learners 105,000
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     ,   
Santa Cruz, California 

For new teacher and principal support and mentoring to improve the quality of
instruction in two of Ravenswood School District’s lowest-performing schools 300,000

Technology
  
San Francisco, California 

For the dissemination of openly available structured archaeological data worldwide 
via the Internet 125,000

 ,   
Waltham, Massachusetts

For the development of a peer-to-peer technology-based learning communities 
project for young learners 150,000


Wakefield, Massachusetts

For the Thinking Reader for English Language Learners project 150,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For a project titled “Technological Change and the Transformation of the Liberal 
Arts College Library” 200,000

 
Stanford, California 

For general support 1,000,000

        
Half Moon Bay, California 

For research on the availability and quality of technology-based academic content 
for potential use by community colleges, with emphasis on whether high-quality 
materials exist for the basic skills and developmental courses 35,000

 
San Francisco, California 

For the expansion of, and access to, open available collections of educational and 
historical online materials 1,000,000

     
San Jose, California 

For the support of interface accessibility and use testing of the Knowledge Web 
database 40,000

   
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For support of the MIT OpenCourseWare project 1,700,000

     
Monterey, California 

For a feasibility study to develop a repository that makes high-quality course content 
available to secondary schools and students across the nation 200,000
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     
Paris, France

For E-learning case studies in post-secondary education and training 200,000

  ,    ,
  
Paris, France

For support of UNESCO’s INFOYOUTH Programme, to develop a portal to provide 
open access to materials and tutoring needed to prepare Palestinian students for the 
high school exit exam 30,000
For studying the use of open content educational resources in developing countries 130,000

  ,    
Oakland, California 

For the development of tools to permit broader access to the world’s leading libraries 
and other cultural institutions around the world 1,000,000

    
Berkeley, California 

For the Center for Studies in Higher Education to study the use of Web-based 
collections of open academic content 250,000

  
Réduit, Mauritius

For the International Conference on Open and Online Learning (ICOOL) 40,000

    
Austin, Texas

For development and dissemination of an effective technology-based program for 
secondary school mathematics 370,000

  ,      

Seattle, Washington

For preparation of two educational computer simulations—of the legislative process 
and of elections—for widespread, open use 50,000

  ,   -
Madison, Wisconsin

For an analysis of national and international repository initiatives and governing 
support to explore opportunities to coordinate among collections 26,000

  
Logan, Utah

For the Open Learning Support and EduCommons projects to build software to 
create informal learning communities and to enable collaboration on the development 
of open educational content 915,000

California Reform
   
Sacramento, California 

For general support of California Department of Education’s launch of the Quality 
Education Commission 250,000



20 

Education: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003

 
Oakland, California 

For dissemination of a research project on the experience of students of color and 
immigrants in the California community colleges 600,000

    
Oakland, California 

For general support 260,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For a West Coast seminar on testing and accountability issues for education writers 
and broadcast journalists 90,000

    
New York, New York 

For planning activities for a series of coordinated studies in California and Texas on
improving instruction and assessment of Latino students and English language learners 10,000

    
Sacramento, California 

For the Campaign for College Opportunity 450,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For the development of a national model for estimating adequacy in school finance 225,000


Palo Alto, California 

For general support 500,000

 
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the Civil Rights Project to provide partial support for a policy development 
conference in Sacramento on higher education opportunity in California 18,000

       
Sacramento, California 

For voter education and outreach work related to public schooling (pre-K through 
community colleges) in California 150,000

 
Santa Monica, California 

For the acquisition, preservation, and analysis of archival data from California’s past 
statewide testing programs 22,000

 ,   
Stanford, California 

For the Performance Assessment for California Teachers project 150,000

 
Syracuse, New York

For inclusion of California community colleges in a nationwide longitudinal study 
of how innovative instructional programs affect the long-term retention and success 
of at-risk college students 120,000
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    ,   
Berkeley, California 

For general support of the University of California at Berkeley’s Policy Analysis for 
California Education 660,000

    ,   
Berkeley, California 

For general support of the University of California at Berkeley’s Policy Analysis for 
California Education 100,000

     ,   , 
  
Los Angeles, California 

For the California Campaign for Educational Equity and Opportunity 600,000

     ,   
Santa Cruz, California 

For general support of the University of California at Santa Cruz’s New Teacher Center 300,000

Universal Basic and Secondary Education(UBASE)
   ,    
Washington, D.C.

For the Center for Universal Education and its universal primary education programs 
(Collaboration with Population) 360,000

Opportunity
    
San Diego, California 

For work in mobilizing business and political support for pre–K-12 programs that 
work effectively to develop the math and science talent of students from groups under-
represented in science and engineering jobs 115,000

 
Saint Paul, Minnesota

For the support of historically black private colleges and universities 900,000

      
Washington, D.C.

For an evaluation of the Teach for America program, in collaboration with 
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. 150,000

    
New York, New York 

For the Collegiate Learning Assessment Initiative 150,000

   
San Jose, California 

For general support 
(Collaboration with Performing Arts) 150,000

    
San Francisco, California 

For general support 75,000
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 ,    
Cambridge, Massachusetts 

To widely disseminate knowledge and strategies from a multiyear study of colleges 
and universities with diverse student bodies that have created productive and 
integrated social and academic environments 100,000

     
Berkeley, California 

For the Lincoln Center Institute program 
(Collaboration with Performing Arts) 75,000

  ,   
East Lansing, Michigan

For a policy and research summit conference of the Asia-Pacific Economic 
Cooperation (APEC) 65,000

   ,      
  
Washington, D.C.

For support of a project to begin the launch of the Strategic Education Research 
Partnership (SERP) 100,000

 ,    
Princeton, New Jersey

For a study of the Texas Higher Education Opportunity Project 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 125,000

    
San Francisco, California 

For a study on the intergenerational integration of immigrants in California 
(Collaboration with Special Projects, U.S.–Latin American Relations, Population,
Children and Youth) 25,000

     ,  
  ’   
San Francisco, California 

For continuing membership in and for general support of the Foundation 
Consortium for California’s Children and Youth 200,000

 
Stanford, California 

For research to examine brain plasticity underlining effective remedial reading 
interventions with children who struggle to read 237,000

    
Merced, California 

For the planning and development of technology applications which build connections 
between UC Merced and other local education institutions, and the development of
approaches to promote cross-disciplinary research and exemplary teaching in the 
University 600,000

   ,   
Los Angeles, California 

For a two-day meeting of grantmakers and elected officials focused on the K-16 
education of Hispanic children and youth in the United States 50,000
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 
New York, New York

For the Arts for Learning Web site evaluation 
(Collaboration with Performing Arts) 75,000
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Environment

Program
Guidelines

he Environment Program at the Hewlett Foundation is
working to respond to some of the most significant envi-
ronmental challenges of our time. The program has two
broad goals: to save the great ecosystems of the North
American West and to reduce the environmental impacts of

fossil fuel energy systems by promoting energy efficiency and renew-
able energy sources.

Protecting Western Lands

The lands and waters of the North American West are among the
country’s—and indeed, the world’s—greatest natural resources.Yet
the environment of the West is threatened by energy development,
timbering, motorized recreational vehicles, and rapid population
growth. At the same time, many of the traditional businesses—
notably ranching and farming—that have served as custodians for
open space are under great economic pressures. The goals of the
Hewlett Foundation’s work in the West are to protect its great open
spaces and important ecosystems, and to promote productive col-
laboration among a broad range of people committed to building
an environmentally sustainable West. The Foundation is pursuing
a six-part response, using strategies appropriate to the objectives:

� Private Land Conservation: Public Finance and Ranchland and
Farmland Protection – The Foundation supports organizations
that help build public support for land protection and acquisi-
tion, and that maintain viable ranching and farming.

� Western Water Reform – The Foundation supports efforts to
reform federal and western state water law to ensure that enough
water is available to keep natural systems intact.

� Fossil Fuel Development – The Foundation supports organi-
zations working to ensure that energy development in the West
complies with strong environmental standards.

� Wilderness Areas – The Foundation supports groups working
within their communities to permanently protect the vast tracts
of wilderness areas in the West, both in the United States and
Canada.

� Off-Road Vehicle Use – The Foundation supports organizations
working to develop basic environmental standards for off-road
vehicle use on public lands.

t
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� New Environmental Constituencies – The Foundation supports
efforts to develop environmental science and public affairs capac-
ities in communities not traditionally associated with conser-
vation efforts. These constituencies may include people of color
in California, hunters and anglers, Native Americans and First
Nations, and ranchers and farmers.

Energy

Inefficient use of energy is at the heart of the most difficult domes-
tic and global environmental problems, including acid rain, urban
air pollution, global climate change, nuclear waste, and oil spills. The
Foundation pursues the reduction of energy waste and the promo-
tion of renewable energy through the following three strategies:

� National Energy Policy – The Foundation supports efforts to
bolster scientific and political support for a new, visionary U.S.
energy policy.

� Western Energy Policy – The Foundation supports efforts to
build a clean-energy plan for the West, aimed at promoting
renewable energy and utility energy efficiency programs and at
reducing unnecessary conventional power plant development.
The Energy Foundation will administer Hewlett’s work in this
area.

� Transforming Cars and Trucks: Sustainable Mobility – The
Foundation supports efforts in the United States, China, Mexico,
and Brazil to encourage more efficient, lower-polluting cars and
trucks. The U.S.- and China-related work is conducted through
the Energy Foundation. The Hewlett Foundation’s Environment
and U.S.–Latin American Relations Programs work collabora-
tively on efforts in Mexico and Brazil.

In 2003, the Environment Program made grants totaling
$29,671,500.

The West

The Hewlett Foundation has supported environmental protection
in the West for years. The lands in the West are vast and majestic,
but fragile, and today they face unprecedented development pres-
sures.

e n v i r o n m e n t

Program
Report
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The Foundation is continuing the traditions of the program
in strengthening the western environmental movement through
capacity building, general support, and multiyear grants. We have
made significant investments in the environmental infrastructure
in the West—in regional groups, media grants, journalism, and
research. And we are expressly focusing on building the capacity
of environmental organizations to ensure that they have the abil-
ity to reach out to diverse and new populations, and that their work,
messages, and goals are meaningful to a broad public.

The Environment Program’s work in fossil fuel development
focuses on two strategies: promoting the use of best practices for
energy development and the protection of the most environmen-
tally sensitive lands in the West. In pursuing these goals, grantees are
helping to both broaden and deepen the energy debate. Grantees in
the Rocky Mountain Energy Campaign are finding common cause
with ranchers, recreationalists, hunters, and anglers, all aimed at cre-
ating new partnerships for the environment. We are also support-
ing new science and analysis to help improve the quality of the
debate. For example, a Hewlett-funded study by RAND has helped
to develop a new methodology for determining where and when
energy development is appropriate on public lands; this study has
received positive attention from Congress, industry, and environ-
mental organizations.

The water focus is on two key venues: the reform of state water
law in western states and the reform of the operation of hydropower
facilities through the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC). The Program’s support of the Western Water Project of
Trout Unlimited helps to expand the legal ability to create and use
instream flow rights to protect critical habitat and important fish-
eries. We also support the Hydropower Reform Coalition (HRC) to
work with agencies and dam owners to craft creative solutions that
reflect the public’s demand for healthy, vibrant rivers that support
fish, wildlife, and recreation, as well as clean and renewable electri-
cal power.

The Program’s wilderness work is currently focused on west-
ern Canada—on the Great Bear Rainforest (British Columbia coast)
and the Western Boreal Forest (British Columbia, Yukon, and the
Northwest Territories). The opportunities for large-scale wilderness
protection in Canada are enormous, as they may result in some of
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the largest networks of protected areas in all of North America. The
scale (hundreds of millions of acres), the biological significance, the
time-limited opportunity, the imagination, foresight, and commit-
ment of the Canadian environmental organizations, the commit-
ment of Canada’s indigenous peoples (First Nations) to sustain-
ability, and the continued strength of the American dollar all 
provide compelling rationales for continued work in Canada.

With strong commitments to the Trust for Public Land and
the Nature Conservancy, the Foundation continues to support tech-
nical assistance for public finance strategies. The work of our
grantees, the Trust for Public Land and the Nature Conservancy, is
critical and opportune, as many cities, counties, and states continue
to look for opportunities to protect and provide for open space and
new parks.

We also have a special focus in California, which is undergo-
ing a vast demographic shift, aimed at building an infrastructure for
environmental concerns among California’s growing but still under-
represented populations in the L.A. basin and the Central Valley.

Energy

Energy and global warming have been called the chief environ-
mental concerns of our time. Energy problems are solvable at rea-
sonable cost, but not without much greater support from key
decisionmakers.

The energy grantmaking at the Foundation has three elements.
Work on national energy policy is under way at the National
Commission on Energy Policy, a bipartisan effort to develop long-
term energy strategies for the nation. Grants managed by the Energy
Foundation supported appliance standards, building codes, and
research and development. This work led to a new standard for air
conditioner efficiency that will reduce U.S. electricity needs by the
equivalent of 155 power plants.

The Foundation is also supporting work in the western United
States aimed at increasing energy efficiency and expanding the use
of commercial renewable energy. This package of grants, also man-
aged by the Energy Foundation, has helped California and New
Mexico adopt renewable portfolio standards, and has led several
states to expand their energy efficiency work.

e n v i r o n m e n t
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The largest component of energy grantmaking is
aimed at transforming vehicles to make them much
cleaner and more efficient. Cars and trucks produce a
dominant share of the world’s urban air pollution. New
technologies can cut such emissions, but they will not
prosper in the marketplace without intelligent, focused
public policy. Foundations, academics, and nonprofits
can be a cohesive force that provides the analysis and
impetus for this work. The Foundation’s goal is to reduce
the impact of vehicle emissions on local air quality and
global climate change. The Foundation focuses on help-
ing the best leading-edge technologies achieve commer-
cial success in the United States, China, Brazil, and
Mexico.

In 2003, the Foundation supported a network of
organizations undertaking research and education con-
cerning the health impacts and clean-up potential of
heavy diesel engines used in construction, agriculture,
and industry. After a review of scientific studies and a
series of public hearings, the Environmental Protection
Agency drafted a rule for reducing pollution from this
“non-road” machinery. The rule will reduce pollution
from new machinery by more than 90 percent compared
with pre-standard equipment. The total impact is sum-
marized in the accompanying EPA figures.

Transportation in Brazil. The Program’s work in
Brazil is focused on the city and state of São Paulo. Our
grantees are working with the state EPA to help them
develop an air emissions inventory, build a new clean air
act, and accelerate the introduction of clean fuels and
stricter tailpipe standards. The Foundation is also sup-
porting the Associação o Nacional de Transportes
Públicos (ANTP) to build a cohesive framework for
expanding Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), and is also sup-
porting the deployment and extensive testing of a new
generation of gas/electric hybrid buses for São Paulo.

e n v i r o n m e n t

Health Benefits of the New Diesel
Standards

The particulate matter (PM) air
quality improvements expected
from this proposal produce major
benefits to human health and wel-
fare. By the year 2030, this proposed
rule would annually prevent all of
the following:

� 9,600 premature deaths
� 16,000 nonfatal heart attacks
� 5,700 cases of chronic bronchitis
� 8,300 hospital admissions
� 14,000 acute bronchitis attacks in

children
� 260,000 respiratory symptoms in

children (related to PM)
� Nearly 1 million lost work days

among adults
� 6 million days where adults have

to restrict their activities due to
respiratory symptoms

In monetary terms, EPA esti-
mates annual benefits to be about
$81 billion in 2030 when the pro-
gram is fully phased in.
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Mexico. Work in Mexico has similar goals to that in Brazil. The
Foundation is supporting the analysis of fuel and tailpipe standards,
and other pollution control strategies undertaken by a new organi-
zation under the direction of Mario Molina, a Nobel Prize laureate
in chemistry. Design of a Bus Rapid Transit corridor on Insurgentes,
a major avenue in Mexico City, is under way by the Center for
Sustainable Transportation (CST). And we have complementary
grants to a half-dozen NGOs in the city to work on social, environ-
mental, and economic aspects of environmental clean-up in Mexico
City.

China. Transportation-related environmental grantmaking in
China began five years ago, in a program supported by the Packard
Foundation and managed by the Energy Foundation. Two years ago,
the Hewlett Foundation joined, with the goal of expanding the
efforts in the transportation sector. Analysis by the Energy
Foundation’s grantees in China is likely to lead to the adoption in
China of fuel efficiency standards that will save, cumulatively by
2030, over 1.6 billion barrels of oil, and over $100 billion in energy
imports. These standards are the first for a developing nation.
Energy Foundation grantees are also working on fuel quality and
tailpipe standards, and on the design of Bus Rapid Transit systems.
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The West
  
Anchorage, Alaska

For general support of the Alaska Conservation Foundation’s environmental 
regranting program $300,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For general support of American Rivers Hydropower Reform Coalition’s Running 
Rivers West Campaign 900,000

  
Phoenix, Arizona

For the Dividing the Waters project 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 225,000

  ,   
Arcata, California 

For the Western States Environmental Media Project 200,000

    
Novato, California 

For general support 125,000

      
Los Angeles, California 

For general support 25,000

    ,   
Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada

For general support of Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society, for a land use and 
conservation plan for the Kaska Nation territory 400,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For Island Press 200,000

    
Miami, Florida

For the Funders’ Network for Smart Growth and Livable Communities 70,000

  
Denver, Colorado

For the Colorado Water Caucus’s sustainable water campaign 200,000

  -  
Portland, Oregon

For participation in the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission relicensing 
proceedings in the Columbia River Basin 150,000

 
Los Angeles, California 

For the California Environmental Rights Alliance project 35,000
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
Aspen, Colorado

For general support 150,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support of Environmental Law Institute’s Endangered Environmental 
Laws program 250,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 300,000

  
Modesto, California 

For general support 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 300,000

     
Missoula, Montana

For general support 200,000

 
Salina, Kansas

For general support 75,000

  ,   
San Francisco, California  

For general support of Media Resource Group, a Nonprofit Corporation’s 
development and implementation of a strategic communications plan for the 
Western Energy Campaign 170,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support of the National Environmental Trust’s environmental defense 
public education campaign 750,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For general support of the National Parks and Conservation Association’s Enhancing 
Cultural Diversity program and for the California Organizing project 300,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For general support of the Natural Resources Defense Council’s energy, land, and 
water programs 1,050,000

 
Anchorage, Alaska

For general support of the Nature Conservancy’s Building a Conservation Ethic in 
the Western United States project 750,000

   
Bronx, New York

For general support of New York Botanical Garden’s Intermountain Flora project 50,000
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   
Billings, Montana

For a coal bed methane water treatment and reinjection study 100,000

    
Portland, Oregon

For a collaboration among environmentalists and ranchers on strategies to conserve 
Oregon rangeland and protect biodiversity 75,000

    
Seattle, Washington

For general support 100,000

     ,   

Oakland, California 

For general support of the Pacific Institute for Studies in Development, Environment 
and Security’s Environmental Justice Coalition for Water 600,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For a project to expand the Partnership’s email list and an effort to bring new voices 
into the environmental movement through targeted mailings 750,000

    
Sacramento, California 

For the project entitled “California’s Resource Bonds and Social Equity” 75,000

    
Aspen, Colorado

For the Western Mobilization Project 500,000

  
New York, New York

For the Environmental Grantmakers Association 70,000

  
New York, New York

For the Environmental Integrity project 200,000

 
San Francisco, California 

For the Colorado New Constituencies project 175,000

   
Jenkintown, Pennsylvania

For general support 
(Collaboration with Population) 200,000

 
Tucson, Arizona

For general support 100,000

   
Salt Lake City, Utah

For general support of the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance’s Campaign to Build 
Capacity in Rural Utah program 200,000
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 
Washington, D.C.

For the California Air Resources Board air quality fellowship for emerging 
community leaders 100,000

 
Boulder, Colorado

For general support of Trout Unlimited’s Western Water project 2,000,000

    ,   
Boulder, Colorado

For the Center of the American West 230,000

    ,   
Boulder, Colorado

For the Natural Resources Law Center 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 200,000

  
Missoula, Montana

For the Center for the Rocky Mountain West 55,000

 ’ 
Denver, Colorado

For a project entitled “Coal Bed Methane Development—Best Practices” 60,000

  
Boulder, Colorado

For general support of the Western Resource Advocates’ Rocky Mountain Energy 
Campaign 230,000

  
Boulder, Colorado

For review of a strategic plan for the Lands Program 14,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For general support of the Wilderness Society’s campaign to save lands managed by 
the Bureau of Land Management 1,000,000

Energy
  
Metro Manila, Philippines

For the Clean Air Initiative for Asian Cities’ Oil Dialogue on Cleaner Fuels in Asia 100,000

   
Aspen, Colorado

For general support 150,000

    
São Paulo, Brazil

For general support of Associação Nacional de Transportes Públicos’ transportation 
program planning 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 0
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    
São Paulo, Brazil

For the promotion of bus rapid transit systems in São Paulo 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 488,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support of Breakthrough Technologies Institute’s exploration of new 
methods and policies to reduce air pollution 600,000

   
Sacramento, California 

For the third annual Haagen-Smit Symposia 10,000


Pasadena, California 

For general support of CALSTART’s program on hybrid technology in heavy-duty 
vehicles 300,000

     
Mexico City, México

To support the work of the Center for Sustainable Transport 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 250,000

    
Mexico City, México

For work on public transportation policy 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 50,000

   
Boston, Massachusetts

For general support 500,000

   
Los Angeles, California 

For general support 525,000

     
São Paulo, Brazil

For transportation projects in São Paulo 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 125,000

   ,       
 
Mexico City, México

For the Centro de Estudios Demográficos y de Desarrollo Urbano to evaluate the 
impact of BRT corridors and to serve as project advisor to the Mexico City government 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution, U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000

 
São Paulo, Brazil

For the manufacture of fifteen hybrid buses to be tested in the city of São Paulo 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 320,000
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 
San Francisco, California 

For convening Canadian experts and NGOs on energy issues and for managerial 
support of Hewlett Foundation Canada energy grants 80,000

 
San Francisco, California 

For general support of the Energy Foundation’s promotion of clean energy policies 
in the United States 1,500,000

 
San Francisco, California 

For general support of the Energy Foundation’s China Transportation program 2,000,000

 
San Francisco, California 

For general support 2,000,000

 
San Francisco, California 

For general support of the Energy Foundation’s promotion of advanced technology 
vehicles in the United States 1,500,000

 
New York, New York

For general support of Environmental Defense’s partnership with the Alliance for 
Environmental Innovation and Federal Express to develop and commercialize a low-
emission, fuel-efficient hybrid delivery fleet 400,000

 ‒    
Mexico City, México

For the Air Quality Network 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 100,000

    
Drayton Valley, Alberta, Canada

For general support of Gaia’s Foundation for Earth Education, the Canadian 
implementation of the Kyoto Protocol, to be performed by the Pembina Institute 180,000

    
Arlington, Virginia

For general support of the Global Environmental and Technology Foundation’s 
Center for Energy and Climate Solutions 50,000

  
Boston, Massachusetts

For the Science to Inform Worldwide Transport and Air Quality Decisions initiative 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 100,000

  ’ 
Washington, D.C.

For general support of the Institute for America’s Future Apollo Project for Good Jobs 
and Energy Independence 125,000



36 

Environment: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003

     
New York, New York

For general support of the Institute for Transportation and Development Policy’s 
sustainable transportation initiatives in Mexico City, São Paulo, Rio de Janeiro,
Beijing, and Shanghai 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 200,000

  
Paris, France

For the Chinese and Spanish translation and marketing of a publication entitled 
“Bus Systems for the Future: Achieving Sustainable Transport Worldwide” 26,000

    
Diamond Bar, California 

For the improvement of the air quality management process in Mexico City project 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 0

    
Diamond Bar, California 

For a program to develop sustainable policies for on-road vehicles and key mobile 
source inventories in developing countries 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 177,500

   
Berkeley, California 

For studies examining how safety and fuel economy can be simultaneously improved 
in the United States auto fleet 185,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For general support of the Natural Resources Defense Council’s Clean Vehicles and 
Fuels Project 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 300,000

       
Boston, Massachusetts

For general support of the Northeast States Center for a Clean Air Future’s program to 
combat vehicular air pollution 1,200,000

 
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

For general support of Pollution Probe’s implementing the Kyoto Protocol in Canada 120,000

  
Mexico City, México

For work on public transportation policy 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 100,000

 ,   
Princeton, New Jersey

For general support of Princeton University’s Energy Systems/Policy Analysis group 400,000

  
Gardiner, Maine

For special assistance to the California Public Utilities Commission 75,000
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   
Washington, D.C.

For a workshop on public policy, learning-by-doing, and endogenous technological 
progress 31,000

  
Snowmass, Colorado

For general support of the Rocky Mountain Institute’s Energy Program 250,000

   
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada

For general support of the Sierra Club of Canada’s implementing the Kyoto Protocol
in Canada 120,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For general support of the Surface Transportation Policy Project’s California 
Transportation Education Campaign 150,000

   
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For general support of the Union of Concerned Scientists’ Clean Vehicles SUV Media 
Campaign 200,000

   
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For general support of the Union of Concerned Scientists’ analysis of climate change 
in California to support state-based action to reduce global warming emissions 150,000

   
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the Restoring Scientific Integrity project 
(Collaboration with Population) 100,000

   ,    
São Paulo, Brazil

For on-road testing of the hybrid bus fleet 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 15,000

    ,    
Davis, California 

For the Ninth Biennial Conference on Transportation Energy and Environmental 
Policy 10,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support of World Resources Institute’s Center for Transport and Environment 
in Mexico City 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 50,000
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Performing Arts

Program
Guidelines

he Performing Arts Program at the William and Flora Hewlett
Foundation is founded on the premise that the experience,
understanding, and appreciation of artistic expression give
value, meaning, and enjoyment to people’s lives.

The Performing Arts Program’s mission is to support artis-
tic expression and its enjoyment through grantmaking aimed at sup-
porting high-quality, high-performing San Francisco Bay Area
organizations, and to achieve this through the following broad
objectives:

� Stimulating increased access to and participation in the arts;
� Increasing exposure to and understanding of diverse cultural

expressions;
� Enhancing opportunities for creative expression for both artists

and audiences; and
� Promoting long-term organizational health.

In order to reach these objectives, the Performing Arts
Program has a strategy that includes:

� Long-term investment through ongoing, multiyear operating
support with the shared goal of artistic/programmatic vitality
and organizational health;

� Use of mutually agreed-upon, individually tailored incentives,
when needed, to leverage organizational change such as staff
development, cash reserve, and challenge grants to enhance the
stability of arts organizations;

� Addressing the challenges and opportunities that a fluctuating,
highly competitive Bay Area real estate market has created for arts
organizations that need affordable administrative, rehearsal, and
performance space;

� A leadership role and participation in regional or national ini-
tiatives that affect Bay Area arts organizations and the field; and

� Research and promulgation of field-wide best practices.

The program’s geographic focus is the nine counties that bor-
der San Francisco Bay, with additional limited funding in Santa Cruz
and Monterey counties.

Organizations working in dance, film and media, music, musi-
cal theater, opera, and theater are eligible for consideration. Within
these disciplines, the program supports the following types of orga-

t
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nizations: performing companies, presenting organizations, service
organizations, training and participation programs, and national
and nonresident organizations that serve Bay Area artists and audi-
ences.

In 2003, the Performing Arts Program made grants totaling
$16,228,400.

From its beginnings in 1966, with a grant to the San Francisco
Symphony, through 2003, the Hewlett Foundation has awarded
1,478 grants, totaling more than $134.4 million, to arts organiza-
tions in the Bay Area and nationally. Both the scale of the funding
and the singular nature of multiyear general operating support have
made the Hewlett Foundation a key investor in the region’s cultural
life. In fact, since 2002, the Hewlett Foundation has been the Bay
Area’s largest foundation funder of the arts. The Foundation also
has led efforts to establish more comprehensive financial criteria
and analysis of applicants in the grantmaking process.

The Performing Arts Program’s primary strategy is to make
general operating support grants, usually three years in duration. In
any one year, 75 to 85 percent of the Performing Arts Program
docket consists of organizations receiving ongoing multiyear oper-
ating support. The remaining percentage is typically designated for
support of new organizations or initiatives. In 2003, the Performing
Arts Program made 110 grants totaling $16,228,400 that ranged
from $10,000 through $3,000,000, with a median grant amount of
$75,000.

Our commitment to creating more affordable space contin-
ued in 2003 with a significant $3 million grant to the Northern
California Community Loan Fund. This grant will support facility
initiatives of Bay Area performing arts organizations. To date, the
program has awarded a total of $7.2 million in grants that will help
to support the creation of 100,000–250,000 square feet of new
rehearsal, performance, and office space for the performing arts over
the next several years.

In addition to this core strategy, the Performing Arts Program
supports initiatives that test new ideas and ways to create, dissemi-
nate, and fund the arts as well as build knowledge on key issues. For
instance, inspired by a recent RAND report on trends and challenges
facing the performing arts field, the Hewlett Foundation funded the

p e r f o r m i n g  a r t s

Program
Report
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Cultural Dynamics Project, an initiative to begin to map the national
arts ecosystem. The nonprofit arts field is a highly decentralized sec-
tor where activities are typically organized around a discipline
(music, dance, film, etc.) or function (presenting organizations,
management assistance providers) or urgent issues (advocacy
around saving the California Arts Council). This project would help
us to better understand the arts and culture system, gain greater
insight on the ways in which the nonprofit and for-profit arts sec-
tors work and interact, and identify areas for new and/or deeper
philanthropic investment. In the fall of 2003, the Cultural Dynamics
Project brought together arts leaders from the academic, policy,
practitioner, and funding sectors to conduct the initial mapping.
Plans are to issue the meeting results in a white paper and explore
the possibility of conducting a more comprehensive mapping.

In 2003, the Performing Arts Program began work on a joint
regional initiative with the San Francisco and Packard Foundations
centered on individual artists. As a result of an Urban Institute study
conducted in 2000 and partially funded by the Hewlett Foundation,
the Ford Foundation made a $20 million, ten-year commitment to
launch a nationwide initiative to increase support and visibility on
issues affecting individual artists. Using the Urban Institute study,
the Hewlett Foundation hosted a number of conversations with
artists, managers, and community leaders about the most critical
issues facing Bay Area artists. Concurrently, a yearlong survey is
being conducted to provide a more current understanding of the
infrastructure supporting Bay Area artists, and the gaps in that infra-
structure. Survey results will be shared with the field and used for
future grantmaking, and may lead to more collaborative efforts by
community leaders, funders, and artists to increase support for indi-
vidual artists.

p e r f o r m i n g  a r t s
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Dance
     
San Jose, California 

For general support $20,000

  
Oakland, California 

For general support 90,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For general support 90,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For general support 30,000

 ⁄ 
Washington, D.C.

For general support 120,000

  
El Cerrito, California 

For general support 80,000

’   
Lee, Massachusetts

For Bay Area artists participation 150,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For general support 120,000

   
New York, New York

For Limón West 40,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For general support 150,000

 
Oakland, California 

For relocation and refurbishment of its new offices, studios, and warehouse 40,000

 
Oakland, California 

For general support 450,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For general support and to enhance programming in new, expanded facilities 300,000

  ⁄
San Francisco, California 

For general support 150,000
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 
San Francisco, California 

For general support 120,000

  
Palo Alto, California 

For general support 15,000

Film and Video
   
San Francisco, California 

For general support 20,000

  
Mill Valley, California 

For general support 90,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For the Ninth Street Media Consortium capital campaign 1,000,000
For staff development and capacity building for the Ninth Street Media Consortium
capital campaign 250,000
For completion of a film documentary on the life of composer Lou Harrison 42,000

      
San Francisco, California 

For general support 90,000

    
San Francisco, California 

For general support 90,000

Music
  
San Francisco, California 

For general support and strategic planning 80,000
For general support 10,000

    
Sacramento, California 

For general support 36,000
For general support 20,000

  
Berkeley, California 

For strategic planning 4,500

  
Santa Cruz, California 

For general support 150,000
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  
Carmel by the Sea, California 

For general support 200,000

   
Berkeley, California 

For critical facilities needs 25,000

  
New York, New York

For general support 75,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For general support 255,000

     
Mountain View, California 

For general support 225,000
For the construction of the Center for Music and Arts Education 1,000,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For general support 40,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For a residency program at San Jose State University 20,000

      
Richmond, California 

For general support 40,000

  
Palo Alto, California 

For general support 25,000


Oakland, California 

For general support 60,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For general support 225,000

    
San Pablo, California 

For general support 20,000

 
Atherton, California 

For general support of Menlo School’s Music@Menlo program
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 150,000
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 
San Francisco, California 

For general support 80,000

   
Napa, California 

For general support and for short-term facility needs 170,000

 
Piedmont, California 

For general support 75,000

:   ’ 
San Mateo, California 

For general support 75,000

    
San Francisco, California 

For general support 135,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For general support 700,000

    
Santa Cruz, California 

For general support 60,000
For general support 25,000

  
Santa Rosa, California 

For general support 25,000

  
Berkeley, California 

For general support 45,000

 ,   
Stanford, California 

For the St. Lawrence String Quartet to hire an administrator 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 90,000

    ,   
Berkeley, California 

For general support 300,000

’ 
San Francisco, California 

For general support 60,000

Opera and Music Theater
     
San Jose, California 

For general support 90,000
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   
San Mateo, California 

For general support 60,000

  
Walnut Creek, California 

For general support 25,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For general support 150,000

 
San Francisco, California 

For general support 105,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For transitional costs related to the implementation of a new business model 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 375,000

  ’  
San Jose, California 

For general support 225,000

   
Palo Alto, California 

For the elimination of the deficit and rebuilding of the cash reserve fund 50,000

Other Performing Arts
   
San Jose, California 

For general support 
(Collaboration with Education) 125,000

     
Berkeley, California 

For the Lincoln Center Institute program 
(Collaboration with Education) 75,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For general support 30,000

Supporting Services
  
Saint Paul, Minnesota

For the San Francisco Bay Area chapter 100,000

   
San Jose, California 

For the Knight Foundation’s post–Magic of Music project 25,000
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   
Yuma, Arizona

For Open Dialog IX, a symposium on cultural diversity in the arts 10,000

     
San Francisco, California 

For scholarships to Northern California arts organizations to attend the Arts 
Marketing Institute’s statewide conference 10,000

     
San Francisco, California 

For general support 25,000

     
San Francisco, California 

For the Arts Marketing Institute 20,000

  
New York, New York

For general support of Creative Capital Foundation’s regranting to individual artists 
in California 250,000

     
Santa Rosa, California 

For countywide mapping of arts organizations and a needs assessment 40,000

     
Santa Cruz, California 

For general support 20,000

   ⁄   
San Francisco, California 

For general support 15,000


San Francisco, California 

For the inclusion of performing artists in its interactive science exhibitions and outreach 35,000

   
Seattle, Washington

For general support 75,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For general support 20,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For the Cultural Dynamics Project 25,900

  
New York, New York 

For the Bay Area Cultural Facilities Fund 75,000

 
San Francisco, California 

For general support and for a challenge grant 10,000
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    
San Francisco, California 

For the Nonprofit Space Capital Fund for the development of critically needed arts 
and cultural facility space within the Bay Area 3,000,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For a research study on Bay Area artists and a workshop series on facility leasing,
purchase, and management issues 15,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For general support 400,000
For general support 30,000

    ,  
Berkeley, California 

For general support 435,000

 
New York, New York

For the Arts for Learning Web site evaluation 
(Collaboration with Education) 75,000

     
San Francisco, California 

For infrastructure assessment 20,000

Theater
  
San Francisco, California 

For general support 450,000

  
Berkeley, California 

For general support 75,000

  
Berkeley, California 

For general support 75,000

     
San Francisco, California 

For general support 25,000

  
Berkeley, California 

For general support 225,000

 
San Francisco, California 

For general support 180,000
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  
San Rafael, California 

For general support 75,000

    
San Jose, California 

For general support 40,000

   
San Jose, California 

For elimination of accumulated debt and to establish a permanent cash reserve 100,000

   
San Jose, California 

For general support 375,000

  ⁄   
San Francisco, California 

For general support 75,000

  ⁄   
San Francisco, California 

For marketing and development staff salaries 40,000

 
San Francisco, California 

For general support 45,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For general support 30,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For deficit reduction 30,000

 
San Jose, California 

For general support 35,000

...,  
San Francisco, California 

For general support 75,000

 
San Francisco, California 

For general support 25,000

     
Santa Cruz, California 

For general support of Shakespeare Santa Cruz 40,000

  
Concord, California 

For general support 105,000
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  
San Francisco, California 

For general support 20,000
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Program
Guidelines

apid population growth in developing countries continues
to be a significant global problem, hindering advances in
human welfare, health, personal freedom, and efforts to
safeguard the environment. Despite the impact that orga-
nized family planning programs have had in reducing fer-

tility and improving reproductive health, world population growth
remains at about 80 million annually, and high rates of maternal
mortality and sexually transmitted diseases undermine health in
poor countries. The Population Program seeks to help reduce pop-
ulation growth in high-fertility regions by assisting individuals and
couples to attain access to high-quality family planning and repro-
ductive health information, services, and technologies so they may
voluntarily determine the number and timing of pregnancies, and
to increase the safety of those pregnancies for mother and child.

The Population Program seeks to attain its ends through:

� Research and educational activities that inform policymakers
about the importance of population issues and the relevance of
demographic change to other aspects of human welfare, and
efforts to expand the availability of financial resources to address
population issues;

� Programs that address neglected issues relating to delivery of ser-
vices, such as providing a full range of reproductive health infor-
mation and services to young people and other traditionally
underserved groups, and maintaining a secure supply of contra-
ceptives to developing countries;

� The study and implementation of human development activities
and interventions that affect fertility, such as programs that
enhance women’s status, welfare, and educational opportuni-
ties—promoting universal access to basic and secondary educa-
tion figures prominently in this work; and

� Applied research and field testing needed to speed the develop-
ment and availability of promising methods of fertility regula-
tion.

Most of the Program’s work focuses on developing countries,
though U.S. population issues are also of concern.

In 2003, the Population Program made grants totaling
$31,099,000.

r
Population
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p o p u l a t i o n

Educational Activities

Around thirty grants in this area were awarded in 2003, comprising
30 percent of the year’s grants budget. One-quarter of these grants
were focused on the United States, which remains the largest source
of population assistance globally. The environmental groups that
advocate for international family planning issues—Sierra Club,
Izaak Walton League of America, National Audubon Society, and
National Wildlife Federation—all received renewals in 2003. The
Foundation renewed its commitment to the United Nations
Population Fund’s (UNFPA) advocacy unit this year to publicize the
positive contributions of UNFPA’s family planning and reproduc-
tive health programs to global health and development.

Grants to the Funders Network on Population, Reproductive
Health and Rights, the Africa Grantmakers Affinity Group, and
Grantmakers Concerned with Immigrants and Refugees were
renewed in 2003. The Foundation also joined Funders Concerned
About AIDS, which is affiliated with the Council on Foundations.

Increasing Access

Twelve grants in 2003 (35 percent of the 2003 budget) went to orga-
nizations that develop the knowledge and techniques needed to
improve the quality and effectiveness of family planning programs.
Large general support grants went to core institutions in the field
that have received decades-long support from the Foundation, such
as the International Planned Parenthood Federation and IPAS. In
addition, we continued to focus on underfunded areas of service
delivery.

Training

The training portfolio currently supports forty-three training pro-
grams, twenty-six in the United States and seventeen overseas. In
2003, twelve training grants amounting to nearly $3 million were
recommended for renewal. Despite the large number of grants, the
training category comprises only 10 percent of the Population
Program’s budget.

Program
Report
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Research

A strong grounding in evidence and data has served the population
field very well in the past decades. Our portfolio reflects this value
of evidence-based work, with forty-four open grants totaling almost
$25 million devoted to the research cluster of the Population
Program. The largest portion of the research portfolio is invested in
social science research relating to population, including more than
$13 million in twenty grants. In 2003, the Foundation invested more
than $7 million in nine grants for contraceptive research and devel-
opment.

The arrival of the new Population Program Director, Sara
Seims, at the end of 2003 provides an opportunity to review the
portfolio and grantmaking priorities for the coming years.

p o p u l a t i o n
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Enhancing Commitment to Address Population Issues
     
Lisbon, Portugal

For general support $100,000

     
Takoma Park, Maryland

For general support 250,000

     
New York, New York

For public opinion research 125,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For the Global Population, Health and Development Program 600,000

     
Mexico City, México

For general support 120,000

   ,    
Washington, D.C.

For the Center for Universal Education and its universal primary education programs 
(Collaboration with Education) 360,000

   
Copenhagen, Denmark

For advocacy activities around the ICPD agenda 200,000

  
Hannover, Germany

For general support 1,000,000

       
Takoma Park, Maryland

For general support 450,000

   
San Francisco, California

For general support of Global Fund for Women’s family planning and reproductive 
health program 250,000

     
Coyoacan, México

For general support 500,000

   
London, England

For the European Network 475,000

   ,  
Nairobi, Kenya

For regional advocacy activities 500,000
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    
Gaithersburg, Maryland

For general support of Izaak Walton League of America’s Sustainability 
Education program 150,000

  ,      
Washington, D.C.

For the Center for Communications Programs 250,000

   
Boston, Massachusetts

For general support of Management Sciences for Health’s Japanese Education and 
Advocacy Program 100,000

.   
New York, New York

For the Reproductive Rights Coalition and Organizing Fund 400,000

  
Anchorage, Alaska

For general support of the National Audubon Society’s Population and Habitat 
Campaign 300,000

      
Washington, D.C.

For general support 1,500,000

     
Washington, D.C.

For general support 75,000

     
Washington, D.C.

For general support 99,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support of the National Wildlife Federation’s Population and 
Environment Program 150,000

   
New York, New York

For the Sustainable Development and Population Program 100,000

    
Mohakhali, Dhaka, Bangladesh

For general support 200,000

 
London, United Kingdom

For general support 100,000

  
Oakland, California

For advocacy in population and development issues in Ethiopia 50,000
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 
Washington, D.C.

For general support 75,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For communications research 150,000


New York, New York

For general support 100,000

        
New York, New York

For general support 1,000,000

 
San Francisco, California

For general support of the Sierra Club’s Global Population and Environment Program 250,000

   
Jenkintown, Pennsylvania

For general support 
(Collaboration with Environment) 80,000

  
New York, New York

For youth leadership activities 35,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For the Center for Environment and Population 150,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For the Africa Grantmakers Affinity Group 50,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support of the United Nations Foundation’s Population Fund 500,000

,     
Helsinki, Finland

For general support 500,000

’  
Northfield, Vermont

For general support 75,000

’  
Northfield, Vermont

For general support 75,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For general support 350,000
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Research
   
Washington, D.C.

For the Empowerment of Women Research program 150,000

  
New York, New York

For general support 2,000,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For research and policy analysis of foreign assistance and aid delivery programs 
and for a project on access to basic education
(Collaboration with Global Affairs/AIW) 0

   
Washington, D.C.

For a mapping project to document existing multilateral overseas development 
assistance programs 
(Collaboration with Global Affairs/AIW) 200,000

 
New York, New York

For the Millennium Project 500,000
For general support of Columbia University’s contraceptive research and training in 
the Division of Prevention and Ambulatory Care, Department of Obstetrics and 
Gynecology 360,000

 ,      

Washington, D.C.

For general support of Georgetown University’s Institute for the Study of International 
Migration 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 200,000

    ,    
Geneva, Switzerland

For general support of the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria 
Secretariat’s Strategic Information and Measurement Unit 200,000

     
Washington, D.C.

For general support 225,000

  
Accord, New York

For research on campus organizing efforts 25,000

 
New York, New York

For the contraceptive development program 800,000
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    
San Francisco, California

For a study on the intergenerational integration of immigrants in California 
(Collaboration with Special Projects, Education, U.S.–Latin American Relations,
Children and Youth) 25,000

   
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the Restoring Scientific Integrity project 
(Collaboration with Environment) 100,000

     
La Jolla, California

For general support of the University of California at San Deigo’s Center for 
Comparative Immigration Studies 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000

     ,   
   
San Francisco, California

For general support of the University of California at San Francisco’s assessment on 
the status of publicly supported family planning and other reproductive health 
services for the poor in the United States 
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 0

Improved Implementation of Family Planning and 
Reproductive Health Services
    
New York, New York

For reproductive health initiatives in Africa 150,000

     
Washington, D.C.

For general support 300,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For programs in Brazil 500,000

     
Tijuana, Baja California, México

For general support 300,000

     
Mexico City, México

For general support 350,000

   
London, England

For general support 1,000,000

   ,  

New York, New York 

For general support 1,500,000
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
Chapel Hill, North Carolina

For general support 3,500,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 750,000


Seattle, Washington

For expansion of the emergency contraception program 900,000

     
New York, New York

For general support of Planned Parenthood of New York City’s Margaret Sanger 
Center International 150,000

 
New York, New York

For emergency contraception programs in Africa 400,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For social marketing of emergency contraception in India 1,200,000

  
Oakland, California

For general support of the Public Health Institute’s Pharmacy Access Partnership 250,000

Special Opportunities
     
Atlanta, Georgia

For the SisterSong Women of Color Reproductive Health and Sexual Rights National 
Conference 10,000

 
London, United Kingdom

For the People and the Planet Web site 50,000

  
Bangkok, Thailand

For support of the Second Asia-Pacific Conference on Reproductive and Sexual 
Health 50,000

    
Dakar-Ponty, Sénégal

For the Fourth African Population Conference 25,000

Training
  ’ 
Alexandria, Virginia

For the Reproductive Health Initiative 500,000
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   
Cairo, Egypt

For general support of American University in Cairo’s Social Research Center 150,000

 
Providence, Rhode Island

For general support of Brown University’s Population Studies and Training Center 350,000

  
London, England

For reproductive health activities in developing countries 150,000

       
Paris, France

For general support 75,000

  
San Miguel de Allende, Guanajuato, México

For support of the CASA School of Professional Midwifery 100,000

 ,      

New Orleans, Louisiana

For general support of Tulane University’s family planning and reproductive 
health program 300,000

    
Minas Gerais, Brazil

For general support of Universidad Federal de Minas Gerais’s Center for Development 
and Regional Planning 250,000

    ,   
Berkeley, California

For general support of the University of California at Berkeley’s Department of
Demography 300,000

    ,    
Berkeley, California

For general support of the University of California at Berkeley’s School of Public Health 150,000

    
Austin, Texas

For the Population Research Center 360,000

 ,    
Washington, D.C.

For general support of the World Bank Institute’s Learning Program on Population,
Reproductive Health and Health Sector Reform 300,000
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U.S.–Latin American Relations

mong the most important strategic challenges facing the
United States and Latin America in the twenty-first cen-
tury will be the ongoing economic, social, and environ-
mental integration of the hemisphere. The U.S.–Latin
American Relations Program (USLAR) works in collab-

oration with the Foundation’s other programs to strengthen the
institutional capacity of Latin American organizations to address
the pressing issues in environment, population, and education in
Mexico and Brazil.

Environment

The Environment component of the USLAR Program works to
ensure policies that balance Latin America’s need for economic
growth with the enlightened stewardship of natural resources for
future generations. It addresses problems involving water, trans-
portation, air quality, and threats to natural resources.

Population and Education

The Population and Education component of the USLAR Program
works to strengthen independent organizations in Mexico con-
cerned with family planning, universal basic and secondary edu-
cation, and migration.

Special Initiatives Related to Democratic Consolidation

This component focuses on improving Mexico’s legal training and
citizens’ access to the judicial system.

In 2003, the U.S.–Latin American Relations Program made grants
totaling $9,321,100.

Forty-eight percent of the total grants budget went to organi-
zations in Mexico or whose primary focus was Mexico. Thirty-eight
percent of grant funds went to organizations in Brazil. The remain-
ing 14 percent went to grants in Chile and Argentina. Grant funds
were distributed among the three program components as follows:
Environment, 49 percent; Special Initiatives Related to Democratic
Consolidation, 22 percent; Population and Education, 7 percent.

During 2003, program staff engaged in a planning process to
focus the Program’s development issues on Mexico. Work on air

a
Program

Guidelines
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Report
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quality, energy, and transportation policy will continue in both
Mexico and Brazil. Please see the Foundation Web site for the most
up-to-date information regarding the grantmaking priorities of the
USLAR program.

Environment

Transportation and air quality policy in Mexico City and São
Paulo. The objective in this subcomponent is to reduce greenhouse
gases, reduce conventional pollutants, and promote more efficient
and equitable mobility options through changes in fuel- and vehi-
cle-efficiency standards and public transportation policy.

In 2003, the USLAR program increased its collaboration with
the Environment program to improve air quality and public trans-
portation in Mexico and Brazil. In Mexico, the Program initiated
support for the first major bus rapid transit corridor to be built in
Mexico City. The corridor itself will run along the major thor-
oughfare Avenida Insurgentes, cut travel times in half, and increase
passenger comfort and access.

In São Paulo, USLAR helped fund the purchase of a fleet of fif-
teen hybrid buses, designed and manufactured in Brazil. The fleet
is now in operation and being tested against equivalent diesel buses
for performance, fuel consumption, maintenance, and emissions. If
all goes well, the results will help increase the demand for hybrid
buses throughout Latin America.

U.S.-Mexican border water. The objective in this area has been
to promote effective management of freshwater resources in order
to increase the availability of water to underserved urban commu-
nities and ecosystems in the Paso del Norte region. The Foundation’s
work in this area was completed in 2003.

National forests in the Brazilian Amazon. The objective has
been to reduce illegal logging through the creation of national forests
and closely linked wood certification, purchasing, and marketing
practices. In 2003, the Foundation made a series of final grants to
the key Brazilian organizations working in this area.

u . s . – l a t i n  a m e r i c a n  r e l a t i o n s
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Special Initiatives Related to Democratic Consolidation

Legal training and administration of justice. Our objective is to
improve problem-based curricula in selected Mexican law schools
and to advance policy research on the issues of judicial indepen-
dence, efficiency, and access to the administration of justice.

One of the highlights of 2003 for the USLAR program was the
work of the CIDE-SPILS initiative. This project seeks to revolu-
tionize the way law school curriculum is taught in Mexico. The pro-
gram is training a new generation of Mexican lawyers through a
method of teaching that is more interactive, participatory, and expe-
riential, utilizing case studies and oral arguments. In a recent exter-
nal evaluation, the reviewer wrote that this program “… is possibly
the most innovative legal education reform attempted in the world
in decades.”



 63

U.S.–Latin American Relations: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003

Border
 
El Paso, Texas 

For regional regranting programs $300,000

Environment
    
São Paulo, Brazil

For the promotion of bus rapid transit systems in São Paulo 
(Collaboration with Environment) 488,000

    
São Paulo, Brazil

For general support of Associação Nacional de Transportes Públicos’ transportation 
program planning 
(Collaboration with Environment) 40,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For the EMPRESA initiative in Latin America 150,000

    ,   

Northridge, California 

For the Heritage Conservation in Baja California Sur project conducted in 
collaboration with the Universidad Autónoma de Baja California Sur 150,000

     
São Paulo, Brazil

For environment programs 150,000

     
Mexico City, México

To support the work of the Center for Sustainable Transport 
(Collaboration with Environment) 250,000

    
Mexico City, México

For work on public transportation policy 
(Collaboration with Environment) 50,000

     
São Paulo, Brazil

For transportation projects in São Paulo 
(Collaboration with Environment) 125,000

     
São Paulo, Brazil

For additional emissions and noise testing on a hybrid and diesel bus 35,000
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          

Mexico City, México

For the Centro de Estudios Demográficos y de Desarrollo Urbano to evaluate the 
impact of BRT corridors and to serve as project advisor to the Mexico City government 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution, Environment) 150,000

 
São Paulo, Brazil

For the manufacture of fifteen hybrid buses to be tested in the city of São Paulo 
(Collaboration with Environment) 280,000

 ‒    
Mexico City, México

For the Air Quality Network 
(Collaboration with Environment) 100,000

  
Boston, Massachusetts

For the Science to Inform Worldwide Transport and Air Quality Decisions initiative 
(Collaboration with Environment) 100,000

     
New York, New York

For general support of the Institute for Transportation and Development Policy’s 
sustainable transportation initiatives in Mexico City, São Paulo, Rio de Janeiro,
Beijing, and Shanghai 
(Collaboration with Environment) 200,000

       
Piracicaba, SP, Brazil

To support work on sustainable forest management in the Brazilian Amazon 200,000

     
Belém-Pará, Brazil

For general support of a program working on the expansion of national forest 
networks in the Amazon 200,000

       
Ananindeua, Para, Brazil

For general support 400,000

      
São Paulo, Brazil

For general support of the Instituto Ethos de Empresas e Responsabilidade Social’s 
work on Amazon deforestation and certified-timber issues 200,000

    
Diamond Bar, California 

For a program to develop sustainable policies for on-road vehicles and key mobile 
source inventories in developing countries 
(Collaboration with Environment) 177,500

    
Diamond Bar, California 

For the improvement of the air quality management process in Mexico City project 
(Collaboration with Environment) 360,000
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   
San Francisco, California 

For general support of the Natural Resources Defense Council’s Clean Vehicles and 
Fuels Project 
(Collaboration with Environment) 200,000

   ,    
Las Cruces, New Mexico

For the Paso del Norte Water Task Force 255,300

  
Mexico City, México

For work on public transportation policy 
(Collaboration with Environment) 100,000

     
La Paz, Baja California Sur, México

For the Heritage Conservation in Baja California Sur project conducted in 
collaboration with California State University, Northridge 150,000

   
São Paulo, Brazil

For the hiring of a project coordinator for the hybrid bus project 80,000

   ,    
São Paulo, Brazil

For on-road testing of the hybrid bus fleet 
(Collaboration with Environment) 0

    
Berkeley, California 

For general support of the University of California at Berkeley’s Richard and Rhoda 
Goldman School of Public Policy’s program to train local environmental authorities 
in Mexico 75,000

   
Woods Hole, Massachusetts

For general support of the Woods Hole Research Center’s program working on the 
expansion of national forests in the Amazon 200,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support of World Resources Institute’s Center for Transport and 
Environment in Mexico City 
(Collaboration with Environment) 50,000

Other or Exploratory
    
Mexico City, México

For the Philanthropy and the Development of Civil Society in Mexico project 
(Collaboration with Global Affairs/AIW) 150,000
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Policy Studies
  ‒ 
São Paulo, Brazil

For general support of Amigos da Terra – Amazônia Brasileira’s work on forest 
management in the Brazilian Amazon 200,000

     ,  
Mexico City, México

For general support 200,000

   
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

For the October 2004 Congress 75,000

 
Stanford, California 

For the Social Science History Institute 155,300

  
Santiago, Chile

For general support of Universidad Alberto Hurtado’s ILADES Center 150,000

  
Santiago, Chile

For general support of Universidad Diego Portales’ work on judicial reform 200,000

  
Centro Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

For the Centro de Estudos de Segurança e Cidadania 200,000

Legal Education and the Administration of Justice
    ,     

San Diego, California 

For general support of California Western School of Law’s program on judicial 
reform in Latin America 300,000

     
Delegación Alvaro Obregón, México

For a collaborative project with the Stanford Program in International Legal Studies 600,000

    
Buenos Aires, Argentina

For general support 150,000

 
Providencia, Santiago, Chile

For criminal procedure reform in Chile 300,000

     ,   ..- 
La Jolla, California 

For general support of the University of California at San Diego Center’s work on 
the administration of justice in Mexico 200,000
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     
Washington, D.C.

For the Latin American Program’s Participatory and Deliberative Governance in 
Mexico: Concepts, Cases, and Consequences project 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 0

Population and Migration
 ,      

Washington, D.C.

For general support of Georgetown University’s Institute for the Study of International 
Migration 
(Collaboration with Population) 150,000

    
San Francisco, California 

For a study on the intergenerational integration of immigrants in California 
(Collaboration with Special Projects, Education, Population, Children and Youth) 50,000

     
La Jolla, California 

For general support of the University of California at San Diego’s Center for 
Comparative Immigration Studies 
(Collaboration with Population) 150,000

Social Development
 , -
São Paulo, Brazil

For general support 200,000

     
Delegación Alvaro Obregón, México

For a comprehensive evaluation of the Ford-Hewlett-MacArthur Social Science 
Scholarship Program for Mexico 25,000

     
Buenos Aires, Argentina

For general support 100,000

Training
  ,     
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

For general support 100,000

U.S.–Latin American Relations
   
Mexico City, México

For general support of El Colegio de México’s Centro de Relaciones Internacionales 50,000
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    ,  

Mexico City, México

For the U.S.-Mexican Futures Forum 200,000

   , 
Cholula, Puebla, México

For general support of Universidad de las Américas, Puebla’s North American master’s 
degree program 100,000

     
Washington, D.C.

For general support of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars Latin 
American Program 100,000
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Special Projects

lthough most grantmaking takes place in the Programs,
the Hewlett Foundation also makes grants that fall under
the category of Special Projects. These grants allow the
Foundation to make grants that may not fall within the
guidelines of a specific program but that respond flexi-

bly to unanticipated problems and opportunities, incubate new ini-
tiatives, or complement grants within a program.

In addition, this grant area houses three initiatives: Global
Affairs, Neighborhood Improvement, and Philanthropy.

Here are some examples of 2003 Special Projects funding:

� A grant to the American Enterprise Institute to draft a constitu-
tional amendment to provide for the continuity of Congress in
the event that, because of a terrorist attack or otherwise, many
members were unable to carry out their representative responsi-
bilities.

� Grants to the Community Working Group to build a homeless
shelter in Palo Alto.

� A grant to the National Lewis and Clark Bicentennial
Commemoration.

� A number of grants to Western universities under the
Engineering Schools of the West Initiative.

� A grant to the Public Policy Institute of California for research
addressing California’s long-term infrastructure requirements.

� Grants to the Resources Legacy Fund for the restoration and stew-
ardship of the Cargill salt ponds in San Francisco Bay.

In 2003, Special Projects made grants totaling $30,683,863. This
total does not include grants made within the three Initiatives,
whose guidelines and grant totals follow.

a
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     
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the hiring of a Director of Development $301,363

      
Washington, D.C.

For the Continuity of Government Commission 50,000

    
San Francisco, California 

For the California 2025 Project 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 0

       
Stanford, California 

For general support 1,100,000

    
San Francisco, California 

For general support 50,000

   
Bozeman, Montana

For a matching challenge grant 25,000

   ,   
Golden, Colorado

For the Engineering Schools of the West Initiative 1,167,000

   
San Jose, California 

For the Palo Alto Weekly Holiday Fund 25,000

  
Palo Alto, California 

For a capital campaign to build the Opportunity Center of the Midpeninsula in 
Palo Alto 500,000

  
New York, New York

For support of the television program “BBC World News”
(Collaboration with Global Affairs/AIW) 100,000

-     
Surry, British Columbia, Canada

For general support of Environmental-Aboriginal Guardianship through Law and 
Education’s Haida Aboriginal Nation title case 400,000

  
Modesto, California 

For general support 
(Collaboration with Environment) 300,000

 .  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 200,000

Special Projects: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003
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  
New York, New York

For general support 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 200,000

 
London, England

For general support 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 100,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 400,000


New York, New York

For general support 2,500,000


Los Angeles, California 

For a one-hour Recall Special on the public television series “California Connected” 135,000


Los Angeles, California 

For “California Connected,” a collaborative public television series produced by 
KCET, KPBS, KQED, and KVIE on the changes that are transforming California 1,500,000

    
New York, New York

For general support 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 100,000

 
Atherton, California 

For general support of the Menlo School’s Music@Menlo program
(Collaboration with Performing Arts) 150,000

   ,     
Washington, D.C.

For a study entitled “Science and Technology in the National Interest: Ensuring the 
Best Presidential and Advisory Committee Appointments—3rd Edition” 200,000

     
St. Louis, Missouri

For general support 2,000,000

  
New York, New York

For a study on the valuation of human lives in the context of the cost-benefit analysis 
of environmental regulation 75,000

  ,     
Flagstaff, Arizona

For the Engineering Schools of the West Initiative 1,138,000
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  
San Mateo, California 

For the 2003–2004 Holiday Fund 25,000


Oakland, California 

For the California 2025 Project 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 10,000

 ,    
Princeton, New Jersey

For a study of the Texas Higher Education Opportunity Project 
(Collaboration with Education) 125,000

    
San Francisco, California 

For a study on the intergenerational integration of immigrants in California 
(Collaboration with Education, U.S.–Latin American Relations, Population,
Children and Youth) 50,000

    
San Francisco, California 

A planning grant for a project addressing California’s long-term infrastructure 
requirements 100,000

    
San Francisco, California 

For the California 2025 project 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 900,000

  
Stanford, California 

For recruitment of a new director for the QuestBridge initiative 100,000

  
Sacramento, California 

For the purchase, restoration, and stewardship of the Cargill salt ponds in 
San Francisco Bay 6,400,000

  
Sacramento, California 

For the restoration and stewardship of the Cargill salt ponds in San Francisco Bay 5,135,000

  
Sacramento, California 

For stewardship activities associated with acquisition of Cargill salt ponds in the 
South Bay and in Napa County 180,000

 
Middlebury, Vermont

For general support 150,000

  
San Francisco, California 

For a planning grant for West Oakland Initiative’s Core Focus Programs—Succeeding 
in School and Beyond 75,000

Special Projects: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003
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Special Projects: Grants
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(by Category) 2003

  
San Francisco, California 

For the West Oakland Initiative’s Community Commitments/Continuing Programs 
project 350,000

   
San Francisco, California 

For transitional costs related to the implementation of a new business model 
(Collaboration with Performing Arts) 375,000

      
San Jose, California 

For general support 20,000

 ,   
Stanford, California 

For the St. Lawrence String Quartet to hire an administrator 
(Collaboration with Performing Arts) 90,000

 ,      
Stanford, California 

For a Middle East consultation on peace implementation 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 12,500


Sacramento, California 

For a business plan process for the future of California Journal 20,000

  
Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada

For the Rainforest Solutions Project 1,115,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For the Rainforest Solutions Project 85,000

     ,   
   
San Francisco, California 

For general support of the University of California at San Francisco’s assessment on 
the status of publicly supported family planning and other reproductive health services 
for the poor in the United States 
(Collaboration with Population) 100,000

    ,   
Reno, Nevada

For the Engineering Schools of the West Initiative 1,150,000

  ,   
Laramie, Wyoming

For the Engineering Schools of the West Initiative 1,150,000

 
La Jolla, California 

For the ChoiceWork Dialogues on the California Infrastructure project 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 0
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 
New Haven, Connecticut

For the Culture and Civilization of China, a multi-volume series of art books jointly 
published by Yale University Press and the Beijing-based China International 
Publishing Group 250,000
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Special Projects
Global Affairs Initiative

n October 2002, the Board built on the previous year’s work
in Americans in the World (AIW) to approve the launch in
2003 of a three-year initiative in Global Affairs. The purpose
of this exploratory initiative is to identify ways in which the
Foundation can address changing global realities, and the

challenges facing the developing world in particular.

Areas of Exploration

In 2003, the Global Affairs Initiative conducted exploratory grant-
making that addressed a number of substantive topics, specifically:

� Stimulating research and policy analysis, in which the Foundation
seeks to expand the knowledge and analysis of development and
security issues internationally, thereby adding greater depth to
international policy debates;

� Informing the American public about global affairs, specifically
by incorporating more foreign voices within existing news and
public affairs outlets;

� Supporting philanthropy in developing nations, where the
Foundation might play a role in encouraging the development of
professionalized philanthropy within other countries;

� Rethinking foreign aid through the support of independent
research on issues of aid effectiveness, experimentation in deliv-
ery systems, and donor accountability, and in connecting this
research to policy reform efforts; and

� Dismantling agricultural trade barriers, given the dependence
upon agriculture for poor people’s livelihood in many develop-
ing countries.

In 2003, the Global Affairs Initiative made grants totaling
$15,174,000.

Many of the Foundation’s programs touch directly upon prob-
lems in the developing world: the need for reproductive health ser-
vices, for basic education, for non-polluting transportation systems
in expanding urban environments, and for security. Developing
country governments bear the primary responsibility for meeting
the social and economic needs of their people. And sustainable
development occurs only if those governments can build and main-
tain institutions that ensure effective governance. They must enforce

Program
Guidelines

Program
Report

i
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contracts and the rule of law, provide security and other public
goods, and practice sound environmental and economic manage-
ment. However, in an increasingly interdependent world, these
processes are not bounded by national borders: people emigrate and
send remittances home; trade in goods and services links national
growth to international market conditions and other countries’
trade policies; emissions from one country affect air quality in oth-
ers; insurgencies in one country spill over into neighbors’ territo-
ries; and terrorists choose targets unconstrained by geographic
boundaries. This means that policies in industrialized countries
affect the options available in the developing world, and vice versa.

It is that complex relationship that smashed into the American
consciousness on September 11, 2001. Since then, we have been
reminded of the impact of events, even in seemingly remote regions
of the world, on the security of U.S. citizens and U.S. national inter-
ests. The blurring distinction between domestic and foreign policy
has further pushed concerns about international development and
security to the top of our national agenda. Nevertheless, we would
be foolish to think we could affect so broad an agenda without focus-
ing our efforts on a few strategies and issues. In its approach to phil-
anthropy, the Hewlett Foundation has endeavored to identify and
solve specific problems, and to do this in a way that creates institu-
tions’ ongoing ability to address issues as they evolve.

Stimulating Research and Policy Analysis 

The Hewlett Foundation has long provided core institutional sup-
port to organizations to conduct independent analysis and research
in areas of interest to the Foundation. We have supported the most
promising and productive institutions doing work to develop intel-
lectual frameworks for understanding the relationship between U.S.
foreign policy, global governance, and specific development out-
comes—the Brookings Institution, Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace, Council on Foreign Relations, Stanford’s
Institute for International Studies Center for Democracy,
Development and the Rule of Law, and Yale’s Center for the Study
of Globalization. In supporting these organizations we seek to
expand the knowledge and analysis of development and security
issues internationally, adding greater depth to international policy

s p e c i a l  p r o j e c t s : g l o b a l  a f f a i r s
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debates. Because the analysis of global development and security
issues is largely dominated by American and European institutions
and thinkers, we are exploring the most effective ways to leverage
the expertise of the best of these institutions by connecting them to
counterpart institutions in the developing world, and offering selec-
tive support to those institutions.

Informing Americans About Global Affairs

While research and policy analysis are critically important, it is no
less important to inform American citizens and policymakers about
global matters and America’s global responsibilities. Unfiltered for-
eign perspectives remain relatively rare in U.S. media. Through our
grants to organizations like National Public Radio, the Foundation
looked to enhance coverage of global issues within the U.S. by bring-
ing more foreign perspectives directly to American audiences and
readers through existing media channels. We also supported the
development of international public affairs programs on PBS, like
Wide Angle and Frontline World.

Building Indigenous, or In-Country, Philanthropy

The Hewlett Foundation has long maintained an interest in
strengthening nonprofit organizations and promoting philanthropy.
Through support for projects like the Global Philanthropy Forum’s
Conference on Borderless Giving, the Foundation also has encour-
aged American philanthropists to donate to international causes. In
addition, the Foundation has begun to play a role in encouraging
the development of professionalized philanthropy within other
countries. The impact of indigenous philanthropy is potentially far-
reaching. Foreign-funded projects often lack local control and buy-
in and are subject to the vagaries of international donors’ interests.
Our work in indigenous philanthropy will take place largely within
particular countries, and specifically where the Foundation has
grantmaking partnerships with on-the-ground organizations. In
2003, with the U.S.–Latin American Relations Program, we funded
a project to bring several organizations together to craft a collabo-
rative strategy with the goal of strengthening and expanding phil-
anthropy in Mexico through research and the cultivation of local
leadership.

s p e c i a l  p r o j e c t s : g l o b a l  a f f a i r s
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Particular Policy Issues for the Coming Years: The Development
Agenda

There is an opportunity to multiply the impact of our dollars in
almost all of the Foundation’s program areas if we can promote sus-
tainable economic growth in developing regions of the world. In the
present geopolitical circumstances, we believe the Foundation could
focus usefully on two levers: (1) increasing the amount and effec-
tiveness of foreign aid, and (2) reducing the barriers to market access
in the United States (and possibly the European Union) for devel-
oping country agricultural producers.

Rethinking Foreign Aid

Current events have pushed concerns about improving foreign aid
delivery systems to the forefront of the U.S. foreign policy agenda
for the first time in decades. Because it has no vested interests, the
Foundation can play a useful role in supporting independent
research on issues of aid effectiveness, experimentation in delivery
systems and donor accountability, and in connecting this research
to policy reform efforts. With grants to InterAction and the Center
for Global Development, we began grantmaking to advance these
goals in 2003.

Dismantling Agricultural Trade Barriers

With 70 percent of the world’s poor living in rural areas and a large
majority dependent upon agriculture for their livelihoods, trade
in agriculture matters a lot for raising incomes in the developing
world. And although many of the gains from trade would come from
trade reforms within the developing world, it is clear that greater
access to markets in industrialized countries and a reduction of farm
subsidies in wealthy nations could greatly increase the opportuni-
ties of agricultural producers in developing countries. Agriculture
continues to be one of the most protected sectors in the industri-
alized world. In 2003, the Hewlett Foundation co-hosted with the
Rockefeller Foundation a meeting of policy experts, academic econ-
omists, policymakers from the developed and developing worlds
and from multilateral institutions, and representatives from affected
sectors to identify a research, policy, and advocacy agenda in this
area for the next several years.

s p e c i a l  p r o j e c t s : g l o b a l  a f f a i r s
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Global Affairs: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003

Global Affairs Initiative
   
Beirut, Lebanon

For an exchange program called “Promoting Understanding Between the United 
States and the Islamic World,” which brings Islamic scholars to U.S. institutions 
of higher education $500,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For the Congressional Program 750,000

 ,   
Washington, D.C.

For support of the Aspen Strategy Group to convene expert meetings to develop an 
agenda addressing two aspects of American foreign policy toward the Middle East 
and the transatlantic relationship 75,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For the Energy Future Coalition’s research project to assess the opportunities for 
shifting agricultural subsidies to bioenergy to reduce the impact of American farm 
subsidies on developing country agricultural producers 150,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For the research and policy agenda of the Endowment’s Global Policy Program 1,000,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For Superpower: Global Affairs Television 100,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For research and policy analysis of foreign assistance and aid delivery programs 
and for a project on access to basic education
(Collaboration with Population) 1,400,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For a mapping project to document existing multilateral overseas development 
assistance programs 
(Collaboration with Population) 40,000

  
New York, New York

For seasons two and three of “Wide Angle,” a PBS documentary series 1,000,000

  
New York, New York

For support of the television program “BBC World News”
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 0

 
Washington, D.C.

For the Russian Social Investment Initiative 248,000
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 
New York, New York

For general support 200,000

    
Arlington, Virginia

For the continuation of the By The People project 3,500,000

    
Mexico City, México

For the Philanthropy and the Development of Civil Society in Mexico project 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000

      
Washington, D.C.

For enhancing development and aid effectiveness 600,000

 
San Rafael, California

For World Link TV for production of its Mosaic program and operating costs 
for the channel 1,400,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For bringing more international perspectives to NPR’s news programming 1,000,000


New York, New York

For a two-phase research and analysis project to gain an improved understanding of
how to engage Americans on international development issues 50,000

    
Atlanta, Georgia

For production of “The Angry World: International News Coverage in America” 80,000

 ,   
Stanford, California

For the Center for Deliberative Democracy 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 150,000

 ,    
Stanford, California

For the Center on Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 700,000

 
San Francisco, California

For support of public education and research activities of the CONNECT U.S.
Fund and Network 1,000,000

      
New York, New York

For the U.S./Iran Dialogue on Multilateral Diplomacy and the Management of
Global Issues 
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 75,000
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Global Affairs: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003

  ,     
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

For an informed high school dialogue pilot project in partnership with the 
By the People project 6,000


Boston, Massachusetts

For the second and third seasons of Frontline World, a public television series on 
global affairs 1,000,000
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Special Projects
Neighborhood Improvement
Initiative

Program
Guidelines

he Neighborhood Improvement Initiative (NII) has assisted
three low-income communities in the Bay Area in achieving
lasting physical, economic, and social improvements in their
neighborhoods. The three NII sites are the Mayfair
Improvement Initiative, San Jose (MII); One East Palo Alto,

East Palo Alto (OEPA); and the 7th Street McClymonds Corridor,
Oakland.

The NII’s theory of change is that sustainable improvements in
lower-income communities will result from residents being actively
involved in community planning and decisionmaking processes,
guided by a comprehensive, coordinated multiyear strategy to address
conditions that impair the quality of life in these communities.

The NII’s theory of change contains five key assumptions:

� That effective and sustainable community revitalization requires
that residents have direct control over planning for and man-
agement of the distribution of resources in their community;

� That building community-based organization (CBO) capacity is
central to the success of sustainable community revitalization
efforts;

� That the effectiveness and long-term sustainability of commu-
nity revitalization in low-income communities requires the
involvement of all key stakeholders who have an ongoing inter-
est in the neighborhood, such as appointed and elected officials,
government agencies, businesses, and so on;

� That improved coordination and effectiveness of programs and
services, in addition to expanded public and private sector invest-
ments in low-income areas, will improve the quality of neigh-
borhood conditions; and 

� That a multiyear strategy aimed at neighborhood improvement
is essential to success.

The work of the Neighborhood Improvement Initiative is
based on the idea that the most effective way to promote and sus-
tain neighborhood revitalization is to work with the community to
address the interconnected problems of unemployment, deterio-
rating physical infrastructure, and the limited supply of affordable
housing.

The NII pursues its objectives through supporting a range of
component activities, which include:

t
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� Coordinated and effective programs and services that improve
the quality of life of residents;

� Improved operational and financial capacity of community-
based organizations to carry out neighborhood projects;

� Improved capacity of Bay Area community foundations to sup-
port neighborhood revitalization;

� Increased resident involvement in neighborhood planning and
improvement efforts;

� Increased public- and private-sector investment in the neigh-
borhoods; and

� Improved neighborhood-level outcomes, including but not lim-
ited to financial self-sufficiency, educational attainment, physi-
cal blight, and crime and safety.

In 2003, NII made grants totaling $1,865,000.

Mayfair Improvement Initiative

Founded in 1996, the Mayfair Improvement Initiative was designed
to improve the physical, economic, and social conditions in the east
San Jose neighborhood of Mayfair. With more than seventy-five pro-
jects launched since its inception, the Mayfair Initiative has histor-
ically focused its work on six priorities:

� Youth prepared for success;
� Access to economic opportunity;
� Available quality housing;
� Strong resident leaders;
� Healthy community; and 
� Secure and safe community.

Substantial project progress is evident in the areas of neigh-
borhood infrastructure development, health outreach and educa-
tion, and elected leadership positions.

Physical neighborhood infrastructure improvements include
the repair of sidewalks, curbs, and gutters, the installation of street-
lights, and the San Jose City Council’s adoption of the $5 million
Mayfair Strong Neighborhoods Initiative ten-year plan to guide
municipal government investment of redevelopment funds in
Mayfair. Key health care results under the prior grant include the
enrollment of 264 children in state-sponsored health insurance pro-

Program
Report



84      

grams, the provision of dental screenings for 700 children, and the
provision of health screenings for 550 residents.

Increasingly, residents have risen to leadership positions out-
side of Mayfair, including seats on the Santa Clara County Housing
and Community Development Citizens’Advisory Committee, Alum
Rock School Board, City of San Jose Early Care and Education
Commission, and the Strong Neighborhoods Initiative implemen-
tation committee.

Last year the Hewlett Foundation’s investment in the Mayfair
Initiative leveraged $587,156 of additional commitments.

One East Palo Alto

The hub and coordinating body for the Hewlett Foundation NII
in East Palo Alto is an intermediary organization called One East
Palo Alto (OEPA). OEPA consists of a 5-member staff, 17-member
resident board, 150 resident members, and over 20 regional and local
partnering agencies. OEPA and its partners guide and implement
strategies aimed at raising the literacy levels of elementary school
children, lowering drug crime, and increasing resident incomes and
assets. The Hewlett Foundation makes investments in OEPA, its
partners, and its resident constituencies to further their compre-
hensive and coordinated goals.

In 2003, OEPA brokered services with the successful job train-
ing agency, OICW, resulting in fifty trained EPA residents employed
in jobs paying $12 an hour on average. OEPA also brokered services
with the EPA-based small business developer, Start Up, resulting
in training for forty residents as a means of increasing incomes and
assets for ten residents (full results will be reported by September
2004).

Literacy is among OEPA’s most important work. OEPA con-
tracted with research partner Applied Survey Research to study after-
school literacy programs in the Ravenswood School District. As a
result of the study findings, OEPA began partnerships with the pub-
lic library’s QUEST Learning Center program to demonstrate an
effective after-school literacy program model for the district.

Responding to the need for increased parental involvement in
their children’s education in the Ravenswood School District, OEPA
nurtured a new parent organization, Nuestra Casa, to run a Parent

s p e c i a l  p r o j e c t s : n e i g h b o r h o o d  i m p r o v e m e n t
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Leadership institute and teach English as a Second Language in part-
nership with Cañada Community College. Latino parents in par-
ticular have a difficult time communicating with predominantly
monolingual English-speaking teachers (as the majority of EPA
Latino parents speak little to no English) and have difficulty help-
ing their children directly with homework. In 2003, Nuestra Casa
improved fifty parents’ skills in English language, parenting, and
leadership.

OEPA was awarded a three-year, $800,000 grant from the
Peninsula Community Foundation (PCF) in August 2003 to further
its work in literacy and leadership development.

During 2003, the Hewlett Foundation and the Peninsula
Community Foundation agreed to place the management and over-
sight of One East Palo Alto within the Hewlett Foundation.

7th Street McClymonds Corridor

With the goal of providing the most effective support to the resi-
dents of West Oakland, in 2003 the Hewlett Foundation and the San
Francisco Foundation replaced the 7th Street McClymonds NII with
an initiative focused primarily on improving outcomes for students
in the McClymonds High School.

Transition in Management

Cindy Ho and Kris Palmer will continue to manage the Mayfair and
One East Palo Alto sites, reporting to the Foundation president, after
the January 2004 retirement of Alvertha Penny, Director of the
Neighborhood Improvement Initiative.
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Neighborhood Improvement: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003

Neighborhood Improvement Initiative
  
East Palo Alto, California 

For the One East Palo Alto Neighborhood Improvement Initiative $665,000

   
San Jose, California 

For the management of the Mayfair Improvement Initiative 200,000

     
East Palo Alto, California 

For the Entrepreneurship Training and Small Business Development Initiative 50,000

  
San Jose, California 

For general support of the Initiative 750,000

   
Menlo Park, California 

For the One East Palo Alto Neighborhood Improvement Initiative 165,000

      
San Mateo, California 

For the QUEST Learning Center to develop curricula for the after-school literacy 
programs in East Palo Alto 35,000
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Special Projects
Philanthropy Initiative

Program
Report

Program
Guidelines

key objective of our work at the Hewlett Foundation
is to encourage and develop the field of philanthropy.
We believe that private philanthropy is of great value to
society. The Hewlett Foundation’s Philanthropy
Initiative is a central part of that commitment.

In 2003, the Philanthropy Initiative made grants totaling
$2,398,000.

The Foundation models effective philanthropic practices in its
core program areas. In addition, the Foundation works to strengthen
the infrastructure of the philanthropic and nonprofit sectors.
Specifically, the Philanthropy Initiative within Special Projects aims
to increase the flow of philanthropic capital to high-performing
nonprofit organizations—organizations that clearly articulate their
goals and strategies for achieving them, evaluate progress, and actu-
ally make significant progress toward their goals.

The Philanthropy Initiative is premised on the belief that
greater transparency and accountability of nonprofit organizations
would result in more philanthropic capital flowing to effective orga-
nizations. Thus, a pervasive strategy is to improve the marketplace
in which institutional and individual funders can identify and sup-
port nonprofit organizations. This requires improving the quantity
and quality of information readily available within the sector—for
example, information about the objectives and performance of non-
profit organizations, including foundations.

We pursue the Philanthropy Initiative’s goals through three
strategies: 1) developing standards to gauge and promote the effec-
tiveness of nonprofits; 2) educating donors about strategic philan-
thropy; and 3) establishing market mechanisms to provide donors
with opportunities to support high-performing nonprofit organi-
zations.

Developing Standards 

The Hewlett Foundation supports the development of frameworks,
methodologies, and, ultimately, standards by which to gauge the
effectiveness of nonprofit organizations. Through the Foundation’s
common grant application as well as the Philanthropy Initiative, we
encourage nonprofits to articulate clear objectives and indicators of
progress toward those objectives. We seek to equip both practition-

a
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ers and funders with knowledge that can inform effective manage-
ment of nonprofits and advance the achievement of their objectives.
In 2003, for example, we supported the Urban Institute Center on
Nonprofits and Philanthropy to develop a practical classification of
standard performance measures for nonprofit organizations. We
funded the Center for Effective Philanthropy to produce a “Grantee
Perception Report,” which brought to our attention feedback from
our grantees on the Foundation’s performance. Our data have
become part of a national data set against which other foundations
will be compared. We also supported Duke University’s Terry
Sanford Institute of Public Policy to create the first ongoing uni-
versity-based research and teaching institution focused on measur-
ing the social impact of foundations.

Educating Donors

The Foundation promotes the practice of strategic philanthropy by
encouraging and educating donors to set clear objectives and mea-
sures of success; to consider grants in terms of effectiveness, risk,
and potential return; to assess grantee organizations’ capacity to
achieve specified objectives and help strengthen their capacity; and
to assess the organizations’ and funders’ progress toward shared
objectives. In 2003, for example, we continued support for The
Foundation Incubator’s programs to promote effective philanthropy
at new and established foundations through workshops, mentor-
ing, expert referrals, and collaborative grantmaking.

Establishing Market Mechanisms

The Foundation supports the development of facilitative mecha-
nisms, including Internet-based platforms, which match funders
with high-performing nonprofit organizations. In 2003, for exam-
ple, we supported Greater Kansas City Community Foundation’s
development and application of DonorEdge, a Web-based mecha-
nism for gathering, measuring, and reporting information about
nonprofit organizations.

Many grants within this Initiative have been made in collabo-
ration with other funders including the Ford, Kellogg, Omidyar,
Skoll, Packard, Rockefeller, TOSA, and Surdna Foundations and
Atlantic Philanthropic Services. We believe that effective collabora-

s p e c i a l  p r o j e c t s : p h i l a n t h r o p y  



      89

tion among funders is a critical way to leverage resources. In addi-
tion to grantmaking, the Foundation is committed to disseminat-
ing the knowledge gained in its programs and to participating in
field-wide organizations, seminars, and workshops.

s p e c i a l  p r o j e c t s : p h i l a n t h r o p y  
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Philanthropy: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003

Philanthropy Initiative
   
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the Grantee Perception Report $31,000

 ,      
Durham, North Carolina

For general support of Duke University’s Program of Research and Teaching on 
Strategic Choice-Making by Foundations and the Measurement of the Social Impact 
of Foundations’ Grantmaking 500,000

 
New York, New York

For development of the Foundation Center Online 100,000

 
Palo Alto, California

For lease buyout assistance 1,000,000

    
Kansas City, Missouri

For the DonorEdge project 147,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For the project entitled “Building Value Together” 100,000

 
San Francisco, California

For general support 200,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For the New Visions Philanthropic Research and Development project 20,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For a project to create a framework to measure nonprofit performance 300,000
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Special Projects
Children and Youth

ver the past two years, the Hewlett Foundation has
explored a range of possible approaches to improving
services and outcomes for highly disadvantaged youth,
in particular those aged 14 to 24. As part of that process,
the Foundation commissioned a number of papers

examining issues related to improving outcomes for children and
youth. The experts we consulted provided valuable insights into the
demographics of young people at risk, the effectiveness of past poli-
cies and programs, and the potential for innovation and improve-
ment in the field. Due to changes in available resources, the
Foundation will not be establishing a new youth program at this
time. We hope, however, that the research and analysis commis-
sioned to inform our exploratory process may prove useful to those
currently working on youth development issues.

In 2003, the Foundation made grants in this area totaling
$1,971,653.

o
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Children and Youth: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2003

Children and Youth
 
Washington, D.C.

For an annual report featuring key social indicators of the well-being of young adults 
ages 18 to 24 and for implementation of a media and public policy communications 
strategy $40,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For preparation of a report on indicators regarding the well-being of youth between 
the ages of 14 and 24 20,000

     
Basehor, Kansas

For the creation of a focus within the community foundation field on young people 
between the ages of 14 and 24 50,000

     
San Francisco, California

For the Search for Solutions program 50,000

   
San Francisco, California

For the costs of printing and distributing a report commissioned by the Hewlett 
Foundation 3,000

   
Long Island City, New York

For development of a strategic action plan for transforming education for disconnected 
youth in New York City 100,000

    
Portland, Oregon

For general support 200,000

    ,   ,  
 
Washington, D.C.

For a disconnected youth research initiative 250,000


Oakland, California

For the costs of distribution of a report commissioned by the Hewlett Foundation 6,653

    
San Francisco, California

For a study on the intergenerational integration of immigrants in California 
(Collaboration with Special Projects, Education, U.S.–Latin American Relations,
Population) 50,000

 
Stanford, California

For a project to improve the well-being of disconnected youth 800,000
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 
Washington, D.C.

For the Disconnected Young Men project 202,000

.   
San Francisco, California

For the Community Justice Network for Youth 200,000
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Advice to Applicants

hank you very much for your interest in The William and
Flora Hewlett Foundation. We ask that all organizations
interested in applying for a grant carefully read the infor-
mation available on the Foundation’s Web site (www.hew-
lett.org) about the Foundation’s programs and priority areas.

Please refer to the Foundation’s General Program overview or pro-
ceed directly to guidelines for a particular program.

We have the following guidelines:
The Foundation makes grants to nonprofit charitable organi-

zations classified as 501(c)(3) public charities by the Internal
Revenue Service. The Foundation does not make grants to individ-
uals.

The Foundation normally does not make grants intended to
support basic research, capital construction funds, endowment, gen-
eral fundraising drives, fundraising events, or debt reduction. It does
not make grants intended to support candidates for political office,
to influence legislation, or to support sectarian or religious purposes.

If, after review of our priorities, you believe your objectives fit
within the guidelines of a particular program, you should complete
the Letter of Inquiry form in the relevant program section of the
Foundation’s Web site for initial review. (For example, if you are
interested in an Education Program grant, go to www.hewlett.org,
click on “Education,” and then click on “Guidelines for Grant-
seekers.” There you will find the link to the Letter of Inquiry.)

After your letter of inquiry is received and reviewed, you may
be invited to submit an application. Please do not submit a full pro-
posal until you are invited to do so.

After careful consideration of your letter, our program staff
will contact you to let you know whether to submit a full proposal.
Please note that a request to submit a proposal does not guarantee
funding, but rather is a second step in the review process. If invited,
you will be asked to complete a proposal using our Common
Format.

Grants are awarded on the basis of merit, educational impor-
tance, relevance to program goals, and cost-effectiveness.

t
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Report of Independent Auditors

To the Board of Directors of
The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

In our opinion, the accompanying statements of financial position and the related state-
ments of activities and changes in net assets and of cash flows present fairly, in all mate-
rial respects, the financial position of The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation (“the
Foundation”) at December 31, 2003 and 2002, and the changes in its net assets and its
cash flows for the years then ended, in conformity with accounting principles generally
accepted in the United States of America. These financial statements are the responsibil-
ity of the Foundation’s management; our responsibility is to express an opinion on these
financial statements based on our audits. We conducted our audits of these statements
in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America,
which require that we plan and perform the audits to obtain reasonable assurance about
whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement. An audit includes
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the finan-
cial statements, assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made
by management, and evaluating the overall financial statement presentation. We believe
that our audits provide a reasonable basis for our opinion.

san francisco, california
march 4, 2004
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December 31

ASSETS

Investments, at fair value

Hewlett-Packard and Agilent common stock

Other public domestic equities

Public international equities

Private equities 

Fixed income

Cash equivalents

Net receivable (payable) from unsettled
securities purchases and sales

Other

Total investments

Cash

Collateral under securities loan agreement

Federal excise tax refundable

Program-related investment

Prepaid expenses and other assets

Distribution receivable from Hewlett Trust

Fixed assets, net of accumulated depreciation & amortization

LIABILITIES AND NET ASSETS

Accounts payable and accrued liabilities

Payable under securities loan agreement

Federal excise tax payable currently

Deferred federal excise tax

Grants payable

Gift payable, net of discount 

Total liabilities

Commitments (Note 3)

Unrestricted net assets

Temporarily restricted net assets 

2002

$ 593,323

1,383,270 

733,164 

585,032 

1,047,245 

209,114 

(100,002) 

(33,955)

4,417,191

193 

123,196

2,690 

2,000 

583 

548,268 

39,272 

$ 5,133,393 

$ 4,884 

123,196

-

-

152,555

331,248 

611,883 

3,973,242 

548,268 

4,521,510 

$ 5,133,393 

Statements of Financial Position
(Dollars in Thousands)

See accompanying notes to the financial statements on pp. 100–106.

2003

$ 215,575

1,890,357 

1,243,001 

748,426 

1,236,770 

186,429 

73,361 

11,176

5,605,095

149 

217,691 

-

832 

3,127

325,777 

37,692 

$ 6,190,363 

$ 7,703 

217,691

226

5,167

142,022 

269,897 

642,706 

5,221,835 

325,822 

5,547,657 

$ 6,190,363 
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See accompanying notes to the financial statements on pp. 100–106.

Year Ended December 31

2002

$ 94,202 

(448,032)

(11,563)

(365,393)

(953)

(366,346)

(173,660)

(15,572)

(3,193)

(14,366)

(573,137)

999,973 

426,836 

(364,902)

(999,973)

(1,364,875)

(938,039)

5,459,549 

$ 4,521,510 

2003

$ 126,159 

1,005,583

(20,347)

1,111,395

(6,237)

1,105,158

(176,199)

(14,921)

(3,761)

(14,987)

895,290

353,303 

1,248,593 

130,857

(353,303)

(222,446)

1,026,147

4,521,510

$ 5,547,657 

Statements of Activities and
Changes in Net Assets
(Dollars in Thousands)

UNRESTRICTED NET ASSETS

Net investment revenues and losses:

Interest, dividends and other

Gain (loss) on investment portfolio

Investment management expense

Net investment income (loss)

Net federal excise tax expense on 

net investment income (loss)  (Note 8)

Net investment revenues (losses)

Expenses:

Grants awarded, net of cancellations

Change in gift discount (Note 7)

Direct and other charitable activities

Administrative expenses

Excess (deficit) of income over expenses before 
net assets released from time restriction

Net assets released from time restriction (Note 4)

Change in unrestricted net assets

TEMPORARILY RESTRICTED NET ASSETS

Temporarily restricted revenues:

Contributions

Net assets released from time restriction

Change in temporarily restricted net assets

Change in total net assets

Net assets at beginning of year

Net assets at end of year
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See accompanying notes to the financial statements on pp. 100–106.

Year Ended December 31

Cash flows used in operating activities:

Interest and dividends received

Cash  received (paid) for federal excise tax

Cash paid to suppliers and employees

Cash contributions received

Grants and gift paid

Net cash used in operating activities

Cash flows from investing activities:

Purchases of equipment

Building and land improvements

Program-related investment

Cash received from partnership distributions

Proceeds from sale of investments

Purchase of investments

Net cash from investing activities

Net decrease in cash

Cash at beginning of year

Cash at end of year

2003

$ 123,443

1,846

(29,482)

73

(249,732)

(153,852)

(336)

(84)

-

71,521

9,304,200

(9,221,493)

153,808

(44)

193 

$ 149 

Statements of Cash Flows
(Dollars in Thousands)

2002

$ 92,386 

(1,938)

(25,362)

25,000 

(168,214)

(78,128)

(2,400)

(13,734)

(2,000)

49,039 

6,809,265 

(6,762,788)

77,382 

(746)

939 

$ 193 
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See accompanying notes to the financial statements on pp. 100–106.

Year Ended December 31

Reconciliation of change in net assets to net cash used in

operating activities:

Change in total net assets

Adjustments to reconcile change in net assets to 

net cash used in operating activities:

Depreciation and amortization of property and equipment

Amortization of discount on gift payable

Unrealized loss on program-related investment

Net unrealized and realized (gains) losses on 
investments

Increase in deferred federal excise tax

Changes in operating assets and liabilities:

Decrease (increase)  in interest and dividends receivable

Decrease (increase) in federal excise tax

(Increase) decrease  in prepaid expenses and 
other assets

(Increase) decrease  in distribution receivable from
Hewlett Trust

Increase in accounts payable and accrued liabilities

(Decrease) increase in grants payable

Decrease in gift payable

Net cash used in operating activities

Supplemental data for non-cash activities:

Stock contributions received from Hewlett Trust

Stock contributions made

Fixed assets additions, not yet paid, included in
accounts payable and accrued liabilities

2003

$ 1,026,147

2,000

14,921

1,168

(1,005,583)

5,167

3,409

2,916 

(2,544)

(130,739)

2,819

(10,533)   

(63,000)

$ (153,852)

$ 353,230 

$ (13,272)

$

Statements of Cash Flows
(Dollars in Thousands)

2002

$ (938,039)

1,429 

15,572

-

448,032

-

(3,922)

(985)

14

389,902 

1,230 

8,639 

-

$ (78,128)

$ 974,973 

$ (21,252)

$ 22 
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Notes to Financial Statements
December 31, 2003 and 2002
(Dollars in Thousands)

The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation (the “Foundation”) is a private foun-
dation incorporated in 1966 as a nonprofit charitable organization. The
Foundation’s grantmaking activities are concentrated in the seven program areas
of conflict resolution, education, environment, performing arts, population,
global affairs, and U.S.–Latin American relations. More detailed information
regarding the Foundation’s charitable activities can be obtained from the
Foundation’s Web site at www.hewlett.org, or by requesting a copy of its annual
report.

Basis of presentation. The accompanying financial statements have been pre-
pared on the accrual basis of accounting.

Cash. Cash consists of a commercial demand deposit account.

Investments. Investments in stocks and bonds which are listed on national secu-
rities exchanges, quoted on NASDAQ, or on the over-the-counter market are
valued at the last reported sale price or in the absence of a recorded sale, at the
value between the most recent bid and asked prices. Futures, forwards, and
options which are traded on exchanges are valued at the last reported sale price
or if they are traded over-the-counter at the most recent bid price. Index swaps,
which gain exposure to domestic equities in a leveraged form, are traded with
a counterparty and are valued at the payment to be made or received at each
month end. Covered call contracts which are not traded on exchanges are val-
ued using the Black Scholes option model. Short-term investments are valued
at amortized cost, which approximates market value. Since there is no readily
available market for investments in limited partnerships, such investments are
valued at amounts reported to the Foundation by the general partners of such
entities. The investments of these limited partnerships include securities of com-
panies that may not be immediately liquid, such as venture capital, buyout firms,
and real estate. Accordingly, their values are based upon guidelines established
by the general partners. The December 31 valuation of certain of the investments
in limited partnerships are based upon the value determined by each partner-
ship’s general partner as of September 30 and adjusted for cash flows that
occurred during the quarter ended December 31. Management believes this
method provides a reasonable estimate of fair value. These values may differ sig-
nificantly from values that would have been used had a readily available market
existed for such investments, and the differences could be material to the change
in net assets of the Foundation.

Investment transactions are recorded on trade date. Realized gains and losses on
sales of investments are determined on the specific identification basis.
Investments donated to the Foundation are initially recorded at market value
on the date of the gift.

Foreign currency amounts are translated into U.S. dollars based upon exchange
rates as of December 31. Transactions in foreign currencies are translated into
U.S. dollars at the exchange rate prevailing on the transaction date.

 
The Organization

 
Significant
Accounting Policies
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Cash equivalents consist of money market mutual funds and foreign currency
held for investment purposes.

Fixed assets. Fixed assets are recorded at cost and depreciated using the straight-
line basis over their estimated useful lives. The headquarters building and asso-
ciated fixtures are generally depreciated using the straight-line basis over ten
to fifty years. Furniture and computer and office equipment are depreciated over
estimated useful lives of three to ten years.

Grants. Grants are accrued when awarded by the Foundation.

Use of estimates. The preparation of financial statements in conformity with
accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America requires
management to make estimates and assumptions that affect the reported
amounts of assets and liabilities and disclosure of contingent assets and liabili-
ties at the date of the financial statements. Estimates also affect the reported
amounts of investment activity and expenses during the reporting period. Actual
results could differ from those estimates.

Reclassifications. Certain reclassifications have been made to the 2002 balances
to conform with the 2003 presentation. These reclassifications had no effect
on the change in net assets in 2002 or total net assets at December 31, 2002.

The investment goal of the Foundation is to maintain or grow its asset size and
spending power in real (inflation adjusted) terms with risk at a level appropri-
ate to the Foundation’s program objectives. The Foundation diversifies its invest-
ments among various financial instruments and asset categories, and uses
multiple investment strategies. As a general practice, except for the Foundation’s
holdings in Hewlett-Packard and Agilent stock, all financial assets of the
Foundation are managed by external investment management firms selected by
the Foundation. All financial assets of the Foundation are held in custody by a
major commercial bank, except for assets invested with partnerships and com-
mingled funds, which have separate arrangements appropriate to their legal
structure.

The majority of the Foundation’s assets are invested in equities, which are listed
on national exchanges, quoted on NASDAQ, or in the over-the-counter market;
treasury and agency bonds of the U.S. government; and investment grade cor-
porate bonds for which active trading markets exist. Realized and unrealized
gains and losses on investments are reflected in the Statements of Activities and
Changes in Net Assets.

Approximately 13 percent of the Foundation’s investments at December 31, 2003
and 2002, were invested with various limited partnerships that invest in the secu-
rities of companies that may not be immediately liquid, such as venture capital
and buyout firms, and in real estate limited partnerships or private REITs that
have investments in various types of properties. As of December 31, 2003, the

 
Investments
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Foundation is committed to contribute approximately $578,234 in additional
capital in future years to various partnerships.

The gain (loss) on the Foundation’s investment portfolio consists of the fol-
lowing:

Net realized gain (loss)
Net unrealized gain (loss)

Investment securities are exposed to various risks, such as changes in interest
rates or credit ratings and market fluctuations. Due to the level of risk associ-
ated with certain investment securities and the level of uncertainty related to
changes in the value of investment securities, it is possible that the value of the
Foundation’s investments and total net assets balance could fluctuate materially.

The investments of the Foundation include a variety of financial instruments
involving contractual commitments for future settlements, including futures,
swaps, forwards, and options which are exchange traded or are executed over-
the-counter. Some investment managers retained by the Foundation have been
authorized to use certain financial derivative instruments in a manner set forth
by either the Foundation’s written investment policy, specific manager guide-
lines, or partnership/fund agreement documents. Specifically, financial deriva-
tive instruments may be used for the following purposes: (1) currency forward
contracts and options may be used to hedge nondollar exposure in foreign
investments; (2) covered call options may be sold to enhance yield on major
equity positions; (3) futures and swap contracts may be used to equitize excess
cash positions, rebalance asset categories within the portfolio, or to rapidly
increase or decrease exposure to specific investment positions in anticipation of
subsequent cash trades; and (4) futures contracts and options may be used to
hedge or leverage positions in managed portfolios. Financial derivative instru-
ments are recorded at fair value in the Statements of Financial Position with
changes in fair value reflected in the Statements of Activities and Changes in Net
Assets.

The total value of investments pledged with respect to options and futures con-
tracts at December 31, 2003 and 2002, was $144,910 and $317,901, respectively.
The value of cash held at brokers as collateral for variation margin was $10,106
at December 31, 2003.

Certain of the Foundation’s managers sell securities forward. At December 31,
2003 and 2002, the liability for these forward sales (stated at market value) was
$6,244 and $932, respectively, and the proceeds received with respect to these at
December 31, 2003 and 2002, were $5,828 and $877, respectively.

Premiums received with respect to open options contracts at December 31, 2003
and 2002, are $4,035 and $14,377, respectively.

2003

$ (271,180)
1,276,763

$ 1,005,583

2002

$ (88,382)
(359,650)

$ (448,032)
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Other investment assets of $11,176 and ($33,955) at December 31, 2003 and
2002, respectively, consist of a parcel of land held for investment purposes, receiv-
ables for interest and dividends, and certain derivatives held at fair market value.
At December 31, 2003 and 2002, these derivatives included swap contracts,
futures contracts, foreign exchange contracts, and put and call options, as shown
in the table below.

In the opinion of the Foundation’s management, the use of financial derivative
instruments in its investment program is appropriate and customary for the
investment strategies employed. Using those instruments reduces certain invest-
ment risks and may add value to the portfolio. The instruments themselves, how-
ever, do involve investment and counterparty risk in amounts greater than what
are reflected in the Foundation’s financial statements. Management does not
anticipate that losses, if any, from such instruments would materially affect the
financial position of the Foundation.

Fair values of the Foundation’s derivative financial instruments at December 31,
2003 and 2002, are summarized in the following table. This table excludes expo-
sures relating to derivatives held indirectly through commingled funds.

DERIVATIVE FINANCIAL
INSTRUMENTS

Equity contracts to manage 
desired asset mix:

Swap contracts
Assets (Liabilities)

Forward sales
Liabilities

Call options
Liabilities

Fixed income contracts to manage 
portfolio duration and asset 
allocation:

Futures contracts
Assets (Liabilities)

Put and call options
Liabilities

Foreign currency contracts:

Forward contracts
Unrealized gain on currency 

contracts
Unrealized loss on currency 

contracts

2003

Fair Value
(in thousands)

$ 10,466

$ (6,244)

$ (16,075)

$ 228

$ (90)

$ 2,869

$ (1,816)

2002

Fair Value
(in thousands)

$ (8,753)

$ (932)

$ (39,025)

$ (35)

$ (278)

$ 2,573

$ (1,440)
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The Foundation’s custodian maintains a securities lending program on behalf
of the Foundation, and maintains collateral at all times in excess of the value
of the securities on loan. Investment of this collateral is in accordance with spec-
ified guidelines; these investments include A1-rated commercial paper, repur-
chase agreements, asset backed securities, and floating rate notes. Income earned
on these transactions is included in net investment income (loss) in the
Statements of Activities and Changes in Net Assets. The market value of securi-
ties on loan at December 31, 2003 and 2002, was $210,583 and $120,461, respec-
tively. The value of the collateral received at December 31, 2003 and 2002,
aggregated $217,691 and $123,196, respectively, of which $217,530 and $120,287,
respectively, was received in cash and was invested in accordance with the invest-
ment guidelines. The remainder of the collateral, $161 at December 31, 2003,
and $2,909 at December 31, 2002, was received in the form of securities and let-
ters of credit.

At December 31, 2003, the net receivable (payable) from unsettled securities
transactions includes a receivable from brokers of $122,207 and a payable to bro-
kers of $48,846. At December 31, 2002, the net receivable (payable) from unset-
tled securities transactions included a receivable from brokers of $17,318 and
a payable to brokers of $117,320.

The Foundation held 4.0 million shares of Hewlett-Packard Company
(“Hewlett-Packard”) stock with a market price of $22.97 per share at December
31, 2003. At December 31, 2002, the Foundation held 29.0 million shares with a
market price of $17.36 per share. During 2003, the Foundation received 9.5 mil-
lion shares of Hewlett-Packard stock and reduced its Hewlett-Packard stock
holdings by 34.5 million shares by sale or transfer. The Foundation held 4.25
million shares of Agilent Company (“Agilent”) stock with a market price of
$29.24 per share at December 31, 2003. At December 31, 2002, the Foundation
held 5.0 million shares with a market price of $17.96. During 2003, the
Foundation received 8.05 million shares of Agilent stock and reduced its Agilent
stock holdings by 8.8 million shares by sale.

Upon the death of William R. Hewlett on January 12, 2001, the Foundation
became the residuary beneficiary of the William R. Hewlett Revocable Trust (“the
Trust”) and is entitled to receive the trust assets remaining after distribution of
certain specific gifts to members of Mr. Hewlett’s family and payment of debts,
expenses of administration, and federal and state estate taxes. The Trust is
expected to be fully distributed during 2004.

The receivable from the Trust, which was $548,268 at December 31, 2002, is
adjusted for contributions during 2003 and also for changes in market value.
The change in market value was approximately $130,812. During 2003 the
Foundation received Hewlett-Packard and Agilent stocks valued at $339,298 and
other assets valued at $14,005 from the Trust, totaling $353,303. At December
31, 2003, the estimated fair market value of the remaining assets to be distrib-

 
Distributions
Receivable from the
William R. Hewlett
Trust
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uted to the Foundation by the Trust was $325,777. These assets consist almost
entirely of Hewlett-Packard and Agilent common stock and are reflected in the
financial statements as temporarily restricted net assets due to the fact that they
are to be received in the future. The fair market value of the distributions receiv-
able will fluctuate with changes in the share price of Hewlett-Packard and Agilent
stock and as the Trust receives income and pays expenses.

Fixed assets consist of the following at December 31, 2003 and 2002:

Furniture and fixtures

Computer and office equipment

Building, land lease, and land improvements

Less accumulated depreciation 
and amortization

Grant requests are recorded as grants payable when they are awarded. Some of
the grants are payable in installments, generally over a three-year period. Grants
authorized but unpaid at December 31, 2003, are payable as follows:

The Foundation pledged a gift of $400,000 in April of 2001 to Stanford
University for the School of Humanities and Sciences and for the undergradu-
ate education program. The gift will be paid over a period of seven years and is
discounted to a net present value as of December 31, 2003, using risk-free rates
ranging from 4.3% to 5.1%. Payments of $76,272 were made in 2003, including
$13,272 paid in stock. During 2002 the Foundation made payments of stock val-
ued at $21,252.

 
Fixed Assets

 
Grants Payable

 
Gift Payable

2003

$ 4,565

2,625

33,914

41,104

(3,412)

$ 37,692

2002

$ 4,569

1,727

34,552

40,848 

(1,576)

$ 39,272

Year Payable

2004

2005

2006 and thereafter

Amount

$ 124,936
13,962

3,124

$ 142,022 
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Gift payable, net of discount, at December 31, 2003 and 2002, is as follows:

Gift payable
Less unamortized discount

Gift payable, net of discount

The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation is a private foundation and quali-
fies as a tax-exempt organization under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code. Private foundations are subject to a federal excise tax on net
investment income and may reduce their federal excise tax rate from 2% to 1%
by exceeding a certain payout target for the year. The Foundation qualified for
the 1% tax rate in both 2003 and 2002. Each year, current federal excise tax is
levied on interest and dividend income of the Foundation; excise tax is not
reduced by net investment losses. At December 31, 2003, deferred federal excise
tax is provided at 1.33%, which is the average effective rate expected to be paid
on unrealized gains on investments. At December 31, 2002, there was no liabil-
ity recorded for deferred federal excise taxes, due to the overall unrealized loss
on the Foundation’s investment portfolio.

The expense for federal excise tax is as follows:

Current
Deferred

 
Federal Excise Tax

2003

$ 302,476
(32,579)

$ 269,897

2002

$ 378,748
(47,500)

$ 331,248

2003

$ 1,070
5,167

$ 6,237

2002

$ 953
-0-

$ 953
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National Center for Human Rights

Education, 58
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National Parks and Conservation
Association, 31

National Partnership for Women
and Families, 54
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California, 7, 17, 22, 57, 67, 72,
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Shakespeare San Francisco, 48
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      111

i n d e x

Society of Environmental
Journalists, 32, 55
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Center for International
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Tides Foundation, 80
Topsfield Foundation, 7
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Law and Diplomacy, 11
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International Health and
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57
United Nations Association of the

United States, 11, 80
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18, 21

University of California, Office of
the President, 17, 19

University of Colorado at Boulder:
Conflict Research Consortium,
8; Department of Geography,
33; Natural Resources Law
Center, 7; School of Law 7, 33

University of Mauritius, 19
University of Montana, 33
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University of Pennsylvania, Center

for School Study Council, 81
University of Pittsburgh, Center for

Latin American Studies, 67
University of San Francisco:

California Dispute Resolution
Institute, 11; Leo T. McCarthy
Center for Public Service and
the Common Good, 8

University of Southern California,
Pew Hispanic Center, 22

University of Texas at Austin, 19, 59
University of Washington, Center

for American Politics and Public
Policy, 19

University of Wisconsin, Academic
ADL Co-Lab, 19

University of Wyoming, College of
Engineering, 73

Urban Institute, 90, 93
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Willows Theatre Company, 48
Women’s Link Worldwide, 55
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